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* f 2. „2 oo -- 
Tf i Tr "= ] that I am ayain 
watry Controverſy; but whether I will or not, 
Life, I ſee, muſt * be mili 

- inglorious Eaſe, when hoſtile Attacks are made upon 
Territories Which I, as well as others, am 


penſab obliged tg 0. 


precious to be ſu 


at, is the Order of our Sovereign. But the 
bat it Turn? Every 


he Scriptures ar e generall 


ainty; becauſe it lies deep, they are diſcouraged from digg. 

it, or rather, becauſe many who imagine they have found it 
the Surface, are manifeſtly deceived ;-theſe others are ready 
onclude, contrary to Common 2 K ee is to be fy funds 


where: Others, who are perv 


a confident Profeſſion of it, — 2 0 r Ham 


e 


Divx Tevrn. is a Depoſitum too 
to any, even tho? it were to be main» 
in'd at the Expence of Life elf ; buy the Truth, and Je it 
great Query will be, 
contradicting. Seck profeſſes to have 
ound it; and 25 — ia impoſſible that it ould be oppoſite to irſelf, 
allow'd to be one true conſiſtent 
Ditectory for our Faith Manners; yet 1 Creeds 
ind Practices ate confident of their Patronage : Hence fouls fit - 
down in a ſlothful Deſpondence of ever bu Truth with ou 


oy. 
*, 
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"The PREFACE w* 


1. had preach'd à Controverſial Sermon in Town, which 
eur d would tend to break our Harmony. I am able to tell 
n ſome of the Perſons by Name if he require it, I appeal 
o to the People of Cape-May, who I believe can teſtify, that ſome 
abaptift Minifters, with of their unlearn'd Candidates, 
roduced the Controverſy there; which was not a little grievous 
me, inaſmuch as it diverted the People's Exerciſes into another 
lannel,; who befor® were unanimouſly ſeeking the Salvation of 
] Souls, 7.0 — | oe? LE , 


Ma. . is punctilious in his ccount of his Journey and 
e and having Mars —. he was there but two. 
ays before me, and had only preach'd on the Controverſy the 
ay before J came, he thinks is ſufficient to raze the Ground of 
y- © emphatical Way of Speaking, (as he calls it ) that he had 
earneſtly perſuaded the Pegple to renbunce their former Baptiſm, 
and be it: But don't any Perſon know, that it was poffible 
ir him to do what I ſaid in one Sermon, as truly as if he had - 
each d twenty Days on the Subjet, * 


My propoſing the publick Diſpute he cenſures very hard, as 
ing 2 arrogant, ſelfiſh and maſterly, and an In- 
ingement on other People's Libexties but that my Conduct 
ay appear to have been proper and neceſſary, N Hg to 
We, that before I went to Cape-May, there not 
ttled Miniſter of any Denomination | for the $ 
Twelve Years ; and but ſew Vifits from any, as I remember 
eir Words: They will confeſs, that the Part of them 
ere alienated from the very Form of Religion. It pleaſed Gon 
d bleſs my poor Labours among them, to the awakening of a 
iderable Number out of their Security; and the Fruits of x! 
hange are viſible in mam of them to this Day, both Arabaprifts 2 
dthers, Hence I could nut but look on them as my own People 
8 Manner; nor could I think Mr, M. or any 
bther Ana apei/h, could hg dappos to have ſo ſpecial a Concern 
n them as myſelf. Let ſober Chriſtians judge, whether he and his 
Brethren, or I, were more maſterly and arrogant; they in breaking 
n upon my Labours, and boaſting without theirLine,gr I ia def 
ing them. Can any ſay, that it became me to be careleſs about People 
o dearly related to me, whether they they were miſled by Error, 
nd turn'd away from me:? Surely no ſolid Man, unleſs become 
an angry Opponent, will ſay that I ought to deſert my Flock 
and ſuffer them to be ſcattered. It i allo obſervable how rarely 
dur Opponents viſited Cape-May, until the People were ſtirred up tg 
ſolemn Concern about tne State of their Souls; then they thought 
Was a fit Seaſon for them to put in for a Share; then their Mi- 
ſters, with their wrlcarn'd Candidates, repair thither from various 
Parts : The Water - was my d, and muddy, and before it would 
fettle was the pick of Time to Ii for Praſelytes to their Party. 
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The expoſedneſs of the Place ve them Full | oartanit} oh 
they improv'd in durning People to de dr * 


| brought under foiritaal | Concern by the Labours of other Miniſte 


many others of our Perſuafion, att r. M's. Sermon 
Sides, yet others were in doub/. He addreſs'd himſelf to tha 


them hear what might be faid on both Sides of the Queſtion ? H 


imagine, if Mr. M. were here, perhaps he could anſwer thek 


and Pizty, So that what Advantage he has got by this Obſerva- 


The PREFACE. 


or has this by 
their Conduct in one Place, or one Age only, I find: it to bet 
Complaint of eminent Divines in every Age ſince Auabaptiſn 

„that by ſuch Conduct they have marr'd the s of ] 
12 by turning the Exerciſes of auyatened Souls into anoti 
Channel; and have obſerved, that from among thoſe, who we 


* 


the Auabaptiſts have ordinarily had their Har weft. 
Bur | proceed to obſerve, That not only the Andbaptifts, | 
Cape-May, and tho' ſome were /ettled in their Opinions on bat 


who were baptiz'd in Infancy, and (as I was credibly info 
ed by thoſe that heard him) he perſuaded them, on pain 
Damnation, to be dipt, or uſed Words equivalent to fuch a, Dy 
nunciation. Now, will not Reaſon ſay, that it was neceſſary for n 
to diſpute the Caſe with him before the dos What bet 
Method could be devis'd for their preſent Satisfaction, than to le 


detain'd/a Number of them from hearing me, and tho' I had rg 
ſoned the Matter with thoſe who were preſent, yet. ſome might 


Arguments, #ho* we cannot. Therefore, ſince there was an 0. 
Mtunity of givingithem this Satisfaction, I concluded, it wa 
proper to improve it; Mr. M. thinks otherwiſe, for no doubt, l 
can molt eaſily maintain his Cauſe, when he has no Opponent. 


He obſerves, © That divers Perſons have been convinc'd, thai 
i their Infant-/prinkling was wrong, whilit they heard their om 
*© Miniſters deſignedly Labour to eſtabliſh it, and that he has been 
informed, our Debate at Cape-May had ſome ſuch happy Efed." 
Spolia ampla ? I alſo can tell Mr. M. tht ſeveral Anabaptifis hart 
been convinc'd, that they wer@wrong in denying Infant-baptiſm, by 
hearing our Miniſters labour deſignedly to eftabliſh it, and othen 
who were doubtful have been confirm'd; and I can aſſure him, 
from my own Knowledge, that our Debate at Cape-May had ſome 
ſuch happy ee, nor would I be afraid to compare _Proſelytes 
with him on that Occaſion, either as to Number or Knowledge 


tion, he may lay by as clear Gain. 3 
HH fays, * if our will on the Subject has the ſame Effe& 


0 as our Preaching on it, they need not be much concern'd:” 
But if he be not very much concern'd, what means his angry Man. 
ner of Writing? While examining his Piece, I have often wiſh'd 
I kad an Opponent to deal with, who would reaſon and not ra 
wk W 


— e 6 
> would fall foul of the Argument, not of the Perſon; if I have 
*Diſcernment, Mr. M. has been ſtrangely ruffl'd and diſcom- 
d, ſo as not to be able to conceal his Concern: . Whereas one, 
o is conſcious of his own Power, and the Safety of his Cauſe,” 
\ calmly ſmile at the impotent Efforts of his Adverſaries, know- 
that he can eaſily deal with them. But who ever yet faw the 
ritings of an 7 on the preſent Controverſy, without 

Embelliſhments angry perſonal Reflections? Or without a 

n, 


quent begging the Qu and poſitive Aſſertions unſupported 
+ te * 2 . ** 4 % wad 
f, . 8 N i or | o "wh 
mom I Dzs1xED that my Opponents would view my Arguments in 
on ba{Fir proper Light, without perverſion, and not argue againſt 
to thalnething we never ſaid, inſtead of anſwering us: Mr. M. appeals 
infor the following Pages of his Book, which is, doubtleſs, deſign c 
pain n Intimation, that he has ated fairly; and whether he has 
Dee fo in Fact, let the Reader judge, when he has read this Book; 
for ie judge we have a Specimen of his Cundour in the Preface, 
t ben en he ſays, © Now 'tis upon the Shoulders of ſuch pretended 
n to Reaſons, that his Performance is ſent abroad into the World. 
n ? Hd all that he gives as my Reaſons, are only his preaching and 
ad re uading the People at Cape-May to be dipt, and my oppoſing 
But do I ſay nothing elſe to juſtify my Publication? Let 
Reader the Preface to Charitable Plea, pag. 5. and he 
ll find theſe Words, but finding after a long Time, that it was 
ſtill expected from me, I reſum'd my formex Purpoſe and * 
to write.” And again in pag. 6. but being very lately info 

by divers Perſons worthy of Credit, that my Opponents con- 
ſtructed my Silence into an Inability to defend the Cauſe I un- 
dertook, and ſo us'd fit as a Medium to confirm their own Ar- 
gument, I conſtrained myſelf to finiſh it, and ſend it abroad, left 
the Turn ſhould be run down thro'-my neglect.“ Such was 
ze Reaſon of publiſhing my Piece; and the expoſed Condition of 
e People at Cape-May,. w given as the Reaſon of my reſolving to 
te: Theſe Things were as plain in my Preface as the reſt ; and 
ow Mr M. can excuſe , himſelf, and reconcile his Words with 
ruth, he beſt knows; for me, I know not what could tempt 
m to ſpeak ſo, unleſs he thought the Shoulders of pretended Rea- 
ms, were ſuch elegant, witty, and ſatyrical Phraze$ that it was 
ty to ſuppreſs them. © * 


Bur tho Experience has taught me to have little hope, that my 
pponent will view my Arguments in their own Light, any more now 
han before; yet ſeeing he has entered the Liſts as a Diſputant, I have 

icht to demand that he would act according to the univerſally ac- 
don ledged Laws of Diſputation, 7. . That he would either give 
P his: Cauſe, or ſolidly refute the Arguments offer d againſt it; 
ut he would anſwer the Arguments be paſi'd over, or elle * 
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L Pe Piece under Gonkderation'i is 
ſign'd to be a Refutation of my Charit 


2 SO 2 Plea for the Speechleſ:; fo the Point. 
85 


y to be examined is, Whether it 
G7 206 Es fur The Nature of this 
Re. ſearch requires, that I ſet before the 


MEND, 
PS: Reader what is offered on both Sides; and 
Jet my Remarks on both compared toge- 


AGB her, be receiv'd according to their 
: ST: 2 S D 9 Aſſertion was, that 


Infants of 2 as are of *the viſible Church have «E 
gt to the Ordinance of . Baptiſm. This I propoz to pron 
in appear, 
I. THAT the Inf ant-Seed of Church-Members Gere oxce by 4 
Wine Appoi ntment, taken into Covenant with their Parents, had 
1% cher Seal of it apply'd to them, and ſo were Members of the 
hburch, 
I. THAT this Appointment eas wither r epealed. 
III. THAT GOD has renew'd and r the aforeſaid 41 
Atment under the New-Teſtament-Diſpenſation. 
IV. THAT: Infants are capable Subjects of Baptiſm. | 
V. THAT Bafptiſm ſucceeds in the room of Circu amcifion. \ 
a I entered upon the Proof of my firſt — I pre- 
d, that 1 There is; Being in Cov 7 avingl 2d accerd- - 
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ing to Gods Pur 


„ 
Purpoſe of Ele&jon, id which Reſpect only W 
obtain Eternal Life are in Covenant; a R | 
2. Turns is a Being in Covenant in the Sight of the vid 
'Qhurch ; in which Ref all thofe who are — G0 
and Members of the b, are in the Covenant. 

AGAIN, I premis'd, that there is a twofold way of ſealing f 
Covenant, and of being ſealed, viz. Internal by the Holy Spiri 
and External by the Sacraments, I alſo prov'd that the Sac 
ments are External Seals of the Covenant; which laſt Mr. 
lets paſs ,without any other Cenſure, fave only, that ** we x 
fond of calling True; and Mr. Morgan ſhod 
be fond of the ſame Thing, or elſe be able to refute what is a 
vanced to prove it right. | 

Ma. Morgan begins his Refutation by quoting n 
, Scriptures, where ſuch as were taught, profeſſed. their F 
are ſaid to have been baptiz'd; and all this in order to proy 
That profeſſing Believers are the any proper Subjects of» Ba 

** ti/m.”” I grant ſuck Believers are proper Subjects of this ( 
dinance, and the Texts he quotes will prove it; but the excluf 
Particle oNLY is not found among them all. They who profeſs 
their Faith, and confeſs'd their Sins were baptiz d, but wilt 
follow therefore none elſe were A Nay, Mr. A doi 
Jo much as attempt to prove, that this Conſequence is legitimatt 
tho" it is the very Hinge on which the whole Cöntroveri tum 
bus he at once takes for granted the Queſtion in Debate, and we 

Auers how there can be any Controverſy about it. I may wonds 
60% how Perſons, who exerciſe Reaſon, can be ſo confident of 

Concluſion, which is contain'd in no premiſes they have en 
found: Let them try how this Mode of Reaſoning will ſuith 
other Caſes, for Inſtance, Rom. x. 9. He that confefſeth will 
bis Mouth------fpall be ſawed, Therefore all dumb, People mn 

excluded from Salvation: With the Mouth Con feſſion is made uni 
Salvation: Therefore only ſuch as gan confeſs with the Mout 


efers us 
eſs the P 
he Etern 


| Bor h 
are capable of Salvation; Confaſling and Believing are bol. a | 


1 

h . and one as poſitively as the other; theſe are evident not 5; 

| fal e * but they are as good as Mr. Morgan 8. To: of * 
ub pre . 

23 do ſo % to be baptiz'd ; yet the Scriptures no where ſay, thi a8 it w 

|; -- enly ſuch and none elle are fit Subjects of this Ordinanc 


e: Bd I wil . 
# - afterwards have Occaſion to f more fully ih Argos firm'd by 


their Faith are to be baptix d, therefore, only. Hot in th: 


* „Fus next Step Mr. M. takes towards the deſfzn'd Refutatio * Is1 
is, to cenſure our arguing from Abraham's Covenant, as inter and 
| nent; and that it © argues either Weaknefs in' Perſons to 6 Inſtiti 
N <= guifh what belongs tga Caſe in Hand, and what not, or e does thi: 
8 _-< evidently beſpeaks real Want of Argument, to ſupport. wu baptiz d 
* is advanc'd.” And again, ** The Debate is impertinenth e we (ay 
| © uſeleſsly carried off to another Subject, wiz. Abraham's Colt the Gra 
* nant, juſt as if the ready Way to diſcover who are the pv BF 
,& peg. Subjects of Baptiſm, was by looking. ſo far back #84 


ns all che learned Divines, who have defended Infant--Baptiſom, 
ridiculouſly Weak and Fooliſh, or elſe R and e 74 
us; however, I think it the ſafe Courſe to draw Infer * 
m both Tefaments compar'd together; nor dare I venture teire- 
t a Text from the O/d Teflament as impertinent, to prove a 
Tefamen Doctrine; for therein I ſhould impiouſly reſſett 
CurisT himſelf, and his bleſſed 4po/f/es. The Connexion be- 
een the Old and New Teftament cannot be broken, and to 
e Scriptures out of their proper Connexion is the'everlaſting Me- 
xd of Errorifts. There is doubtleſs, one conſiſtent Chain from the 
ginning of Genefis to the End of Revelations ; and the Whole 
; one entire Scope and Drift. One and the ſame Covenant was 
miniſter d under both Teffaments, and therefore is it im le 
explain the Scriptures aright, if they are conceiy'd to two 
pvenants different in Subſtance. Tho' theſe Topicks might be 
rely improven, yet it is ſufficient to our preſent e to ob- 
rve; That Abraham is the Father of New-Teſtament Believers, 
2m. iv. 16. that is to ſay, he is the Preſident of their Privileges 
well as the Pattern of their Faith: Gal. iii. 9. They which be 
Faith, are bizfſed with faithful Abraham. ver. 14. The Bleſ> 
g of Abraham comes on the Gentiles tbr CurisT. If then 
is the Preſident of our Priviledges, and we are bleſſed with 
m; how ſhall we better know our Priviledges and than 
looking to his? ver. 29. And if ye are CHRIST's then art 
Abraham's Seed, and Heirs according to the Promiſe. If then we 
re Heirs of his Covenant, how ſhall we know our Inheritance but 
y examining his Charter? Can the Heir how his Patrimony, 
nd not know what his Father poſſeſſed ? Thus while Mr. M. cor- 
2s our Divines, he unawares goes about to correct the Apes. 
f we are herein impertinent, ſo is inſpired Paul; but we are in 
do Doubt, whether we ſhall follow Paul or Mr. M. Since Paul 
efers us to Abraham's Covenant, we will argue from it, and un- 
eſs the Priviledges granted to him be revoked, we will hold fat 
he Eternal Promiſe, and not fear. Bs 
Bor he thinks, our having Recourſe to ſaid Covenant implies, 
That Cars, together with the Inftitution of Bapti/m, has 
not given us full and ſufficient Information who are the Subjects 
of it.“ We ſay he has fully informed us, but where? Is it 
not in the Scriptures ? Or is the Ol Teftament no longer Scripturè? 
as it written only for the Fes, and not for aur Learning, Rom. 
4. But I will afterwards prove, That our Principle is cos - 
Frm'd by the New-Teftament as well as the Old. 
Is it not, ſays he, a plain and evident Truth, that the Right 
- And Title of any to Baptiſm, is of no older Date than the 
Inſtitution of the Ordinance itſelf?” An/ev. Be it ſo; but what 
does this arguing reprove? We do not ſay any had a Right to be 
baptiz d before Ba tiſm was inſtituted; but when it was inſtituted 
we® ſay Believers 92 had a Right to it; which we prove from 
the Grant Cop has made of their. Church-Memberſip, de. Ard. 
+, r 5 


this 


N Fl have them gut of his Way, by ſeveral ineffedtugl 
e makes to Gre their Uſe, bugin yan > 1 lay e 
| Way again; and ain deſire him to take Notice them. 75 7 
In the next Place, Mr. M. trys to Barricade my way by denying 
ipture · Conſ uences to be the Word of Gop; and I may 
his own Words, He's forced to take this Courſe by pinching 
Neceſſity. But leſt any ſhould think I carry my Accuſation 
> high, i ſhall produce /ome places out of mary, where I think, 
can be underſtood no other way, but either to Quibble, or 
ak evident Untruth, or deny Scripture-Conſequences. To this 
rpoſe in pag. 14, he ſays, * Mr. Finley has not produced any 
Place of Scripture to prove, that the Infants of Church-Mems 
bers are viſibly in the Covenant of Grace.” I brought "_ 
re to prove that they were wi/ib/y in Covenant, and I broug 
ripture to prove that Covenant to be the Covenant of Grace 
t all is nothing, unleſs I had happened to uſe theſe very Words, 
d ſo he quibbley, or elſe he means, that I have not produced's 
ext, which in ſo many Words ſays, Ths IX FAN TS or CHURCH> 
EMBERS ARE VISIBLY IN THE. COvenNanT os Grace, and 
> he denies Neceſſary Conſequences : And if he means neither 
f theſe, his Words are plainly falſe. Again, pag. 15, ſays he, 
I demand the Place of Scripture, which authorizeth him to bap- 
tire Bcliever's Infants ; and if he can't produce any divine War- 
rant,” as I know he hath not, he is defired to obſefve, that his 
Conſequence upon Conſequence is no divine Authority. Here 
is Words are plain againſt Conſequences ; he can allow them me- 
hinks, no other Senſe, but that I have ngt produced a Scrip= 
ore, which expreſsly fays, BayT1ZE BELInveR Infants. For 
f he meant not this, he ſpeaks falſely ; ſeeing he knows I have 
produced a divine Warrant by ſuch neceſſary Conſequence, as he 
as not been able, with any Plauſibility to refute. Again, pag. 
16, he ſays, Infant-Baptiſm is without any divine Command, 
* or apoſtolical — at all, there's no mention of it in Holy 
* Writ ; 'tis no where Recorded in Scripture ; tis not urg'd en * 
Parents throughout the whole Word of Gov, to bring their 
* Infants to Baptiſm; there is no Bleſſing promiſed if they do; 
there is no Threatning againſt them if they do not ;* that is, 
there are no Texts which juſt expreſs the Matter in theſe Words. 
And that this is his Meaning, appears more fully from pag. 20, 
where he ſays, © 'tis after a Manner confeſſed by Mz. F. has 
God has given no Command to baptize them, i. e. Infants. * 
Now it never was confeſſed by me, that Gap has not commanded 
Infant-Baptiſn:, by neceſſary Conſequence ; and if I own'd it was 3 
not ſaid in ſo many Letters and Syllables, Bar TIz I Inranrs, 
Mr. M. looks on this to be a Confeffion that there is no Command 
at all; which plainly ſays, that he looks upon a Command by Con- 
ſequence, to be no Command. Again, pag. 30. Let Mr. F. 
hy anſwer us, did he ever read of Infant's Ri ht to any Ordinante 
un the Church, ſince the Neqw-Covenant took Place? He maſt 
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let us ſee them in the New-Te ent. I know it can bs 
jy proven to be right, but only neceſſary Conſequence , 
1 ſo eaſ 5 rove the Change of the fro 


Seventh to the Firſt Day, by Conſequences, as to prove Au- 
;-Baptiſm to be right. $4 „ 
g. Fr is the Command of Cuz1sT, in Job. v. 39. that we 
ch the Scriptures, but if we are not to 


Ace. TIE bo 
On this Plan, tis an Impertinence for Miniſters to pretend to 
in Scripture, for the Doctrines drawn from it by neceary 
pnſequence are not to be eſteemed as the Mind of Gop. On 
is P 
octrine, of which he is ſo 8 - in eh 2 

t profeſſing Believers are the only pr efts of i/m 3, 
G ” Propolition is not expreſs'd in al the 25 ; and fas tha 
xcluſion, it's not ſo much as imply'd. | 


eceſſary Conſequences of his Word: Yea, we dare truſt to none 
f them, if even the ſtrongeſt Conſequences are no divine Au- 
"4 and if the nece Conſequence of any Text con 
bly be falſe, the Text itſelf is falſe; for it is a ſelf-evident 
axim, that — but Truth can natively and regularly follow 
rom Truth: And i 

that Principle is thereby proven falſe; but fince every W 
op muſt be acknowledged perfect Truth, all native and 
Conſequences from it mult neceſſarily be True alſo, and ſo may 


ich! firmly depended on as the very Mink and Will of Gop, Who could 
-ncy. not but know every poſſible Conſequence of what he has revealed, 
** Mr. M. is obliged, either to refute theſe Arguments with others 
n that may be urg'd, or no longer ſay, that we have no diving 
| all Warrant for our Practice, if we have it by neceſſary Conſequence, 


Perhaps Mr. A. will alledge ſome Place where he ſeems to allow 
of neceſſary Conſequences, if we had them; but I would anſwer, 
if a great Majority of Votes carry a Point, then he certainly al 
lows them not to be Scripture Authority; if he once ſeems not 


ich | 
to deny them, he ten times ſeems as plainly to deny them; | 
by as his Words which I have quoted, Kill Lada the . | 


put on them, and that Conſtruction agreeable to his expreſs P 
Tamas in private Converſe with Ar 4 I am ſatisfied I wrong 
not. | 


Seed of Church-Members were once, by divine Appointment, takty 
Into enant with their Parents, had the then Seal of it ap- 
e them, and ſo were Members of the viſeble Church, © © 

_  Huxs, if ever, Mr. A. ſhews his Ability in Tergiverſation ; 
for while he makes a ſhew of anſwering my Arguments, he 


Miſet Duft, and hides himſelf among an heap of 


Mr. M. cannot be thought certainly to believe his own 
ely confident 


0 
5. Ox this Plan, we muſt ſay Cop will not ſtand to all che 


a 
Things que 


ceſſary Con- 
nences, it is quite needleſs to ſearch; for all Things lie on tha 


Wi are now come to my firſt Aſſertion, wiz. That the Ef- | 


Falſhood natively follow from any hh - 4 


ö 
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er to the Point; and don't fo much üs offer a direct 
| ion to my Aflertion ; "as will appear immediately. 
Tux firſt Thing he complains of, is, that we give a vari 
ae to the Covenant here, from what we ordi profeſs, | ſealing 
yang the Covenant of Grace was made with Abraham and 4 8 
= _ Seed: This, he thinks, is to teach © that every Believer is not int 
Cor of Grace.“ And pag. 19, ſays, according to n 
ſome gracious Perſons are left out of te Covenant; and ſon 
s. carnal ones taken in! But how does this ſtrange Conſequend ſoiritual 
follow ? Tis thus, The Covenant made with Abraham did n 1 1 or 
© comprehend. every Believer in it, which lived even in the DH 
© of Abraham, as is moſt evident, ſays be, from Scripture. $h er b 
| * Melchizedek, and Lot, were true Believers, yet never admittel poo 
into Abraham's Covenant by Circumcifion.” And, . 19. fan 10 that 
© Tt would have been Preſumption in Lot, and an A of wil”: 
Wormip for him, to be Circumcifed, becauſe Go» had n hat be 
* commanded him.“ And hence he learns, © That it was not . rantabl 
© Being in Covenant that gave any one a Title to Ordinance, . 14 
© but the expreſs Order, and poſitive Command of God ; and 18. tl 
©ſo tho' Infants were in the Covenant, yet that don't entitli 4 only 
chem to Baptiſm.” Here are a parcel of Inſtructions, and Oh: han whi 
| fervations, that ſeem to make for Mr. As Cauſe, but we mul 
Ves new Bible to warrant our receiving them; that Lor u Circumc 
pot Circumciſed is not evident, but that it would have been Will 
Worſhip and Preſumption in him is far leſs evident; may we not here 
Argue a Fortiore ; if righteous Lot, Abraham's Kinſman would 
e gx 
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ve greatly ſinn'd in being Cy cumciſed, much more Pagan Pro- How 
felytes would have finned. And ſo it was unlawful to it any "WW 

& ©f other Nations, into Abrabam's Covenant by Circumciſion: But has ret 
was it ſo? Nothing leſs. An Edomite or A#gyptian might be 44. upon t 
ed into the Congregation, Deut. xxiii. 8. but Lot muſt be . 
forever excluded! What is clear and evident to Mr. A. is to Gant of 
we incredible! And, I preſume, every one who will look to « Men 
Det. xxiii. cannot but own, that it was at leaſt, lawful for Lot « Hell 
d become a Proſelyte. Circumciſion was a Seal of the Righte- « No: 
"1 * of Faith, but Lot had Faith, therefore it was lawful for VNo; 
b im to have the Seal of it: Theſe are ſome of my Evidences there 
iq Mint Mr. /. but where are his? He ſays, Gop had not Juſtifie 
js pended him,” to be Circumciſed, - but how is this evident? fourth 
We don't read that he was commanded by Name; neither is Mt. Fabri. 


#1 commanded by Name to be a Chriſtian in all the Bible, uh f 

& cecrefore Will-Worſhip and Preſumption in him to be one? place 
Vor ſuppoſe what Mr. . ſays were true, how will the Argu- 
went and Not Circumciſed, therefore not in Abraban's Cove · Mr 
wat; juſt as if Circumcifion was the Covenant, and the Covenant 
W nothing but Circumciſion: Whereas we are in Abraham's Covenant 
Wl "as is manifeſt from Gal. iii. Ge. and ſhalt be further proven, y& 
de e not Circumciſed. Abrabam was in the Covenant of Grire, 
W to was Lot, &c. | | 


No fince Mr. Me Foundation is raz'd, the Superſtructuts · 
ot ſtand; he has no Argument now left to prove, That, 
being in covenant gives no Title to Ordinances ;* nor had he 
ny Proof of it before; yet he was certain of it, and ſeveral 
"nes mentions it as an evident Truth. Well, and will he aſlert, 
at ſealing Ordinances are adminiſtered out of the Covenant ? 
e ſays, © By the poſitive Command of God, ' but ſtill tis urg'd, 
as Gov commanded Sealing Ordinances to be adminiſter'd out of 
e Covenant > Does Mr. . baptize without any Reſpect to it Þ 
dr, will he aſſert; That Baptiſm is commended to be diſpens'd. on 
o ſpiritual Account at all? If he own it is on a ſpiritual Account. 
en I would khow, whether ſpiritual Favours come to us other-" 
iſe than by way of Covenant? If he lay they do, I demand full 
Proof, which I know he cannot give; if he ſay they come. oor 
yy way of Covenant, the Point is gain'd; and thence it will fol- 
ow, that being in Covenant gives a Right to ſealing Ordinances, 
d nothing beſides can give it; and ſo Mr. A. muſt again unſay 
what he ſaid in pag. $5. wiz. © That our Practice is unwars 
* rantable, even when examined on the Grounds whereby we 
* would fain confirm it:“ Becauſe his only Reaſon for thinking 
o is, that being in Covenant gives no Right to Ordinances,” _ 
ais only Proof of this is, that Lot had no Right to Circumciſion ; 
han which no Poſitions can be more unſcriptural. But what tho 
ot had neither been in Abraham's Covenant, nor yet had Right to 
Circumcifion ? It would not hurt our Cauſe; who take Abraham 
for the Preſident of our Priviledges, and not Lot; ſo that his Ars 
gument would have been equally good had he ſaid, Con/tantine was 
not circumciſed, therefore Believer}s Infants may not be baptiz d-. 
However, from this Notion, that many Believers were not 
in Abraham's Covenant,“ he proceeds to argue, and images he {| 
has retorted upon me the Abſurdities I ſhew'd were conſequent 
upon the Aſſertion of ſome Anabaptifts, viz. That the Iſraelites 
were under a pure Covenant of Grace, and the rigour of a C 
nant of Works at once. He aſks; What became of theſe godly 
* Men who were not in Abraham's Covenant? Did they go to 
Hell? No: Were they ſav'd? Yes: By the Covenant of Works # 
* No: How, by the pure Covenant of Grace made with Abraham? 
* No; for they were not in it.“, But who told him ſo? Were 
there any godly Men out of the Covenant of Grace? Were any 
juſtifed in a Way different from Abraham? No: The third ang 
fourth Chapters to the Romans will ſap the Foundation of Mr. M's 
Fabrick : Therefore he cannot turn, what he calls my own and 
- FlavePs Key upon me; of which I ſhall treat in it's proper 
ce. | 
Tuar we retain not the ſame Idea of the Covenant here, is 
Mr. Morgan's own Fiction; but it's true enough, that he will 
not underſtand the Uſe of my Diſtinction of a twofold way of 
being in the Covenant, for he ſays, pag. 24. that © none of the 
Seed of Abraham were . in che Covenant, but by Rege- 


I geratios. 


— ” 


Relation to his Covenant? Can we have his Covenant, and not 


made with Abrabam, and his Seed; and it ſeems I can mean no 


* 


© grratien.“ Tho" they were not ſayingly intereſted in it otht 
"wile, yet in the Sight of the viſible Church they were. | 
Ntxr, in order to prove, that the Infant-Seed of Church. 
Members were not taken into covenant with their Parents, he ob. 
ſerves, that their being circumciſcd will not prove, that they ar 
fo be baptizea, becauſe Gop has not commanded the latter, tho' 
he has the former; and he ſays, © I make light of God's poſitive 


ton of t] 
nt, Nat 
of ſome 
the Co 
ovenant 
Church 


Commands, when I ſay © we have as good Ground to baptize 2 
« Infants as Abraham had to circumciſe them, for we have the nk 


„ {ame Coverant.” If then we have the ſame Covenant, have we 


not the ſame Grounds ? Let Common Senſe witneſs, whether this i * if 25 
be a makirg Light of Gop's poſitive Orders. But he's even neee; 


8 * ſurpriz'd at our Talk,” and aſks * Is the expreſs Order of Goy 

nothing in theſe Gentlemen's Eſteem? Is this their Treatment 
of God's poſitive Commands, that they have as good Ground 
to proceed without them, as Abraham and others with them! 


nd ſo ac 
them b 
on thei 
were e. 


And at length he ſoars into Bombaſt, for Shame, let perpetual ( 

© Darkneſs fully theſe preſumptuous Lines of infutunced 2, l 3 
Here one might aſk him, is He Covenant of God nothing in Mr, ke IS 
A's Eſteem? Or are his Commands to be confidered as having no = > 


their El. 
Covenan 
this his 
© unſour 
© and c. 
$ fandat 
an unca 
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bis Command? And are Commands given, as well as Ordinances ad- 
miniſter d out of the Covenant ? Don't Mr. . know, that we are ſo 
far from diſregarding God's Command, that on the contrary we in- 
Aft it warrants our Practice? But the Reader will, perhaps, ak, 
What has Mr. AH. yet ſaid to ſhew, that Believer's Ioan were 
not once incovenanted with their Parents? The Anſwer cannot 
but be Nothing at all. But ſtill he is ſaying ſomething to us, 
for in pag. 21. he begins a Compariſon between our Account of 
the Covenant of Grace, and that in the Whole Duty of Men, 
which he obſerves was condemned by the Rev. Mefirs. Whitefield 
and Blair, and thus it runs; I ſaid the Covenant of Grace was 


other Thing, but that Abrabam was a Covenant-Head, and Re- 
reſentative , in the ſame Manner as Jesus ChRIsT : Whereas 
he exercis'd a little Candour, he would not once have inſinu- 


ated ſuch a thing, much leſs poſitively aſſerted it, becauſe he may with th 
well know we hold no ſuch Principle; and had he exereis'd com- obſerve 
mon Senſe, he would have known that this Affair has no Relation incove! 
to the 8 Argument; but we muſt let him take his own Way. Debate 
I alſo ſaid, That Abraham's Poſterity enjoy'd the ſame Privi- ſometit 


* ledges, Liberties, and Immunities in the Church as himſelf, un- 
* til by their Degeneracy ſome of them were broken off: Theſe 
Words he brings from the 45th Page of my Book, where th 

refer direcily to Church-memberſhip, as is clear in the Wo 

themſelves: But Mr. M muſt rent them off from their Connexion 
and Senſe, and make them Non-Senſe, leaſt he ſhould not find a 
Parallel to the reſt of the Paragraph from the Whole Duty of Man; 
and ſo he will force them to mean, Tat I make Works the Cor 


PR 11 | 
lin of the Covenant of Grace; for I muſt intend's legal Covss" 
nt, that I may.* well agree with the legal Author's Noten 
of ſome Duties to be performed by us,' that is, when I ſpeak 
the Covenant of Grace, I muſt be underſtood to mean the” 
ovenant of Works; or when I ſpeak of Perſons being depriv'd" 

Church-Priviledges for their Wickedneſs, 1 muſt mean, that 
ey are broken off from Election, &c. . f he don't mean thus 
> accuſe. me 3 to my Words, then muſt I accuſe him of 
\ntinomianiſm ; for fince he oppoſes Duties to be performed by 
„ if he does not oppoſe their being Conditions of Life, he 
neans, that they are not to be performed at all; but the laſt he 
woſeſſes not, therefore it is moſt probable he intends the former, 
nd ſo aceuſes me falſely. * Until by their Degeneracy ſome of 

them be broken off, f. e., ſays. he, For not doing their Duty 

on their Part, they forfeited their Right in the Covenant, and 

were excluded from the Number of the covenanted People.” 
[ arſwer, Yes, ſo it was, if he take being in the Covenant, or 
breaking off in my Senſe; but tho' his Words are capable of ex- 
preſſing my Senſe, he intends another Thing, viz. That I mean 
hey were elected, and ſavingly in the Covenant, yet forfeited 
their Election, and were deprived of the ſaving Bleſſings of the 
Covenant, after they had an Iatereſt in them: And agreeable to 
this his Perverſion, he alerts, we are all chargeable with having” 
© unſound and very corrupt Notions of the Covenant of Grace 
and confuſed Notions, tending to lead People away from the 
fundamental Truth.” What an Hardſhip is it to deal with ſuch : 
an uncandid, unfair Opponent? Has he not here again forgot my 
Diſtinction of atwofald Way of being in the Covenant? Ought he 
not to have known, that I defign'd, by ſaid Diſtinction, to prevent 
ſuch Perverſions of my Words, if it were poſſible? I wiſh I had 
no ground to ſuſpect, that the Perverſion is willful; for don't 1 
ſay, PS 47. © None can be broken off from true inherent Hoh- 
neſs, nor from Election, nor from the inviſible Church.—— The 
Breaking off was viſible, ſo muſt the Ingrafture be; the Break - 
ing off was from the vifible Church, therefore into it was the 
* Grafting-in;* and all this under the ſame Head of Argument, 
with the Words he ſo violently tortures. But let the Reader again 
obſerve how little is yet ſaid to prove, that Infants were not once 
incovenanted with their Parents; which is the Point now under 
Debate, and is in Danger of being forgotten, unleſs I mention i 
ſometimes, 

Is Pag 23. Mr. M. begins again to ſtate, what he ſuppoſes we 
mean by the Covenant of Grace being made with Abraham and 
his Seed. I need not remark his learned Diſtinction, that the 
Covenant was made with him either typically, or actually, tho' it 
is capable of ſame Critieiſms; He reduces the Matter, on the 
whole, to this, that we mean, The Covenant of Grace was ac- 


: tually, truly and properly made with Abrabam, on Behalf of 
himſelf, and both his natural and ſpiritual Seed.” The Words, 


C 2 N 
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8 times cannot ſee thro' even thin Sophiſtry 


= equal Reaſon, in the ſame Manner conſtruct and op 


U, Denatr er Hiuszir and Supp, arc taken from, dhe 
gemous Dialogue, entitled, Divine Right of Infant-Baptiſm; 
whereby I am ſatisfied, the Author meant no more than I 

when Liay, The Covenant was made with Abraham and his Seed; 
and I judge I mean no more than Gov himſelf does, when he ſays, 
4 will cftabliſh my Covenant between Me and Thee, and Th 


Seed after Thee, Nor is it unuſual Language in Scripture, to ſa), 
/ Gop made a Covenant with jay 1p) Iſrael. However 


Mr. M. will have our Meaning to be, that brabam was a Covenant. 


Head in the fame Manner as CukIis tr is, which Principle he iz 


1. Surpris'd at; 2. Gives it bad Names; 3. Fathers it on us; 
and, 4. Reaſons laboriouſly againſt jt. Yet who can think hin 
fo. ignorant, as not to know, that this is not the Matter in Diſ. 
e between us ? But if Mr. M. cannot Refute our true Mean- 
ing, he will find out ſomething elſe, which he can refute, that 
he may ſhew he is not put to Silence. Tis now Time to 
mind him of his own Obſervation in pag. 12, &c. That Con- 
© troverſfies are always augmented, when Things quite Foreign are 
© ſhuffled in, and infiſted on, as tho' they were the very Points 
© debated; and ſuch a Practice argues either Weakneſs in Perſons 
*-to diſtinguiſh what belongs to a Caſe in Hand, and what not, 
*.or' elſe evidently beſpeaks real Want of Argument to ſupport 
© what is advanc'd.“ And let me add, ſuch a Practice ſerves to 
raiſe Duſt, and blind the Minds of unwarry Readers, who ſome- 
. Now Mr. M. has 
ſhuffled in, and inſiſted on this Argument, whether Abraham be 
Repreſentative in the Covenant of Grace, as tho? it were the v 
Subſtance of the Debate: And in pag. 24, calls it the Foun- 
dation of our whole Structure; whereas it does not ſo much az 
Enter into the Diſpute about Bapti/m at all; and may he not with 
ſe Gen. xvũ. 
7. Oc. ſeeing I have ſaid only the ſame Things? He fignihes 
that .4braham's carnal Seed, who liv'd -and dy'd in a State of 
© Nature, were at the moſt, only impriviledged to partake of the 


© Ordinances appointed of God, durirg that dark, typical Diſpen- 


© ſation, which is very different from their being in the Covenant 
* of Grace, Arſe. "Tis different from their being in it ſavingly: 
But is it different from being in it in the Sight ot the viſible 
Church? Ihis is what Mr. M. ſhould have affirm'd, if he deſign'd 
to contradict me, Here again he may ſee I had uſe for my Diſ- 
tinction of a twofold Way of being in the Covenant. He ſays 
If this be all that is intended by their being viſible in the Cove- 
© nant, it will do us no great Service, becauſe that Adminiſtration 
© is aboliſhed.” An. We do not plead for the Continuance of 
the ſame Adminiſtration, but of the ſame Covenant; and the 
Queftion is not, whether thoſe typical Ordinances are aboliſh'd? 
But whether the Covenant is aboliſh'd too? Hence Mr M's. 
Obſervation does our Cauſe no diſſervice; and ſtill he is far from 
proving, That Believer's Infants were not once in Covenant, &c. But in 
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1 fal Debt he owes to the Publick, to obſerve, that | 
exts I cited don't prove what they were brought for: 

lat where they brought for? Was it not to prove, That the 
ants of Church-Members were once incovenanted with their 
ents, &e.?* And don't they prove this? No: How does that 
dear? Becauſe * they don't aſſert, . nor imply, that the natural 
spring of Believers, as ſuch, are in the pure Covenant of 
ce.) Behold the Tergiverſation! What Reſerves are here ? 
ſeems yuuy to mean, by being in the Covenant, their ha- 


k us! g the ſaving Bleſſings of it; and by natural, he means the. 
hin g :-clefs and Unregenerate, as appears by the Oppoſition in the _ 
N. t Sentence, Did we ever, /ays he, deny the Offspring of Be- 
Mean. vers, who are choſen and called of Gop, ----juftified by 
OY HR1ST,---partakers of the Holy Gba, &c. to be in Covenant, 


as well as their Believing Parents :* And pag. 26. he aſks * Do 
thele Places prove, that the Seed of Believers were any otherwiſe 
in the Covenant of Grace formerly, but by the eſpecial Operation 
of the Spirit of God upon their Hearts ?* So then he means, tha 
exts I cited don't prove, that the graceleſs Offspring of Believers 


it not, e gracious, and ſavingly in the Covenant; but was this the Thi 
1pport propoſed to prove by them? No; my Aſſertion, and his Rev 
2 tation will ſtand thus; 2 Believers Infants were once, 
ſome- y Divine Appointment, taken into Covenant with their Parents, 
bead fo were Members of the viſible Church. Refuration: Th 
m be raceleſs Offspring of Believers are not gracious ; which is all hig 


Vords will amount to ; as has been ſhewn. Thus has he refuted 
e, without ſo much as directly contradicting my Words. . 
Acain, he canaot find that any ſuch Thing as Infants are in. 


with ended in all the cited Texts. The LORD had a Delight in i 
XVU. athers to love them, and he chooſe their Seed after them; not 
nifies heir Infant-Seed, according to Mr M. but grown Perſons wha” 
te of are effectually called, Gen. xvii. 7. will be a GOD to thee, and iq + 

f the by Seed after thee, but not thy Infant-Seed; they are excluded? And 
[pens o even Abraham was not to underſtand that his Infants were f. 
-nant 4 e Holy, or to be dedicated to Gop by Circumciſion, if wo - 
gly : believe Mr. M's Gloſs, for he can't find that Infants are meant but 


it byBirthright. Perhaps he will try to bring himſelf off, by owning 


| all the Seed of Believers were viſibly in the Covenant; and it 
will not anſwer this to ſay, the ſpiritual Seed only have the ſa- 
ving Bleliings. Hence my firſt Poſition is yet evidently true, that 
The Infant-Seed of Church-Members were once, by divine * 
ment, taken into covenant with their Parents, &c. And I can 
freely leave it to the Determination of Common Senſe, whether 
Mr. M. has really argued directly againſt it, among all the Heap 
of Words he has written with that Pretence. q 


| Ta: 


only in Deut. xxix. 10. And he before told us, that theſe were not in 


that the ſpiritual Seed are bleſſed; but the Queſtion is, Whether 


he ſeems to look towards the Point, where he * profelley. - '? 


the” 
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dor, in other Words, whether he bas repealed Abraham's Coovenay 
affirm j, — me; for I have never argu'd for the Continuang 
Repeal of Abraham's. Covenant. But he comes a little further | 


- ©. Infants to partake of any Ordinance is repealed,” or rather f 
' © filled.” What is the Meaning of fulf!/:4 ? I ſuppoſe he here 


grown Perſons, in order to Baptiſm, therefore 1 1 none 


a —— te oo — — — — — — —— — --- 
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how much leſs are the Offspring of believing Gentiles ?; Ai. 
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* Tax Rubbiſh ſhaken of my firſt Aﬀertion, we are now 
' Tee the, Fate of the ſecond Propos'd, vir. 
Wnurruss GOD: has ever repealed the aforrſaid Appointmed 
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Mr. M. thinks * all that is neceſſary for him here to affirm, 
* that the Jui Economy is at an End; that the legal Adu 
* niftration is aboliſhed.” Is this all? Then he has nothing 


of the Jewiſh Economy. Whatever Execution his Argumen 


may do among the Feaws, they will not, at this Rate, prove i 


Terms, when he ſays, *© Or that the Appointment of Gov, f 


by ſignifies, that Infant's Church-memberſhip was a Type; bu «040 
ſeeing the Notion is new, he ſhould have ſhewn us the Anil © „d B 
Type, for I hope he will not ſay, it was a Type of Nothing"... + 
and if he can ſhew us nothing of which it was a Type, his n her 1 
finuating that it was one, is being wiſe above what is written of, 1 hav 


But its plain he is oblig'd to prove, that 4brahum's Coverant 
repealed. Well, his Argument proceeds thus, That Infant 
© are not now the Subjects of —_ as tho Jeaviſb Infant 
© were of Circumcifion, is clear and manifeſt, for John, the Fore- 
* runner of Cxr1sT, conſtantly required Faith, Repentance, ard 
® Confefſien of Sins in order to T. pe, for which he quotes Mark 
© 1. 4. As xix. 4. Matt. iii. 7, 8, 9. Hence, ſays he, it 
- puny appears, John the Baptiſt adminiſter'd this Ordinance to 
none but thoſe who profeſs'd their Faith, and made Confeſhon of 
© their Sins.“ Ar/. It is taken for granted by all, that Jobn re- 
quired theſe from grown Perſons ; and ſo Mr. Morgan's Argument 
will ſtand thus, in Mood ard Figure; he who conſtantly requires 
roſeſſion of Faith, &c. from grown Perſons, in or to baptiſm, if 
| av no grown Perſon without ſuch Profeſſion : But Jchn con- 
ſtantly required profeſſion of Faith, c. from grown Perſons ia 
order to Baptiſm, therefore John baptized no Perſons at all with- 
out Profeſſion, &c. Is it not here plain to the firſt Obſervation, 
That the Concluſion contains more than the Premiſes ? In the Pre- 
miſes, it muſt no grown Perſons ; in the Conclufion no Perſons 
at all. Nor can Mr. M. or any other make a better of it. 
The ſame Way of arguing will prove, that I baptize none but 
adult Profeſſors; for I conſtantly require Profeſſion, &c. from 
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without it. He adds, How groundlefs is the Plea from Birth- 
* Priviledges, to prove any one's Title to Baptiſm? For if the 
* natural Seed of Abrabam were not entitled to Baptiſm by itz 


I never ſaid that grown Perſons, as theſe were to whom 7e 

2 are entitled to Ordinances by Birtk-Priviledge, and I ſhall 
it before him again. Charitable Plea, pag. 13. Perlons 
| | * 


o the Ordinance of Circumciſion; but afterwards rendered 
emſelves unworthy of Baptiſm by their own Wickedneſs ; and 
ey being then grown Perſons, it was needleſs to plead their 
irth Priviledges, which they had forfeited. zut ſurely 
he rejecting of grown wicked Perſons is no Argument to prove, 
hat the Infant-Seed of religious Perſons ſhall be re too, 
yea, the Conſequence is quite ridiculous,” 


our Opponeuts ſhew us the Scriptures which ſay he did” Au. 
r prelent Buſineſs is to ſtand on the Defenſive: Mr M's. Bu- 
eſs is, to ſhew that the aforeſaid Appointizent is repealed, and 
he cannot ſhe y this, our Argument is good, that it is yet in 
bree, and if in Force, there's no Room to doubt but -n 
ptiz'd Belicver's Infants. Now it fully anſwers our preſent 
oncern to ſhew, that John's Words don't prove a Repeal. 
There's no ground, /ays he, to believe he did baprize them.“ 
nf, T have ſhewn, taere is no ground to believe he did not; and 


ground to believe what is not written, as what i written.“ 
/. We do not ſay ſo; but Mr. . ſays he believes John bap- 


aptiz d none but ſuch. Again, If Jebn baptiz d Infants, why 
not on the ſame Day with their Parents, or ſoon after? Anf. 
he Scriptures don't ſay that he did not do ſo. Again, Did he 
ever urge Parents to being their Children to be baptiz d?“ 4 
he Scriptures don't ſay that he did not. Reader, are theſe per- 
nent Topicks to prove a Repeal of Abraham's Covenant? But 
is Dilemma is the laſt Effort on this Head, let us confider it: 
It was the Will of Goo, that John ſhould baptize Believer's In- 
fants, or it was not: If it was, then was hea vile Tranſgreſſor 


liever's Infants.” This Argument makes a Rumbling like Bara- 
zpton ; however he leaves us to determine at our Leiſure, how far 
this repeals the aforefaid Appointment: Yes; if John did not 
tranſgreſs the divine Appointment, then Abraham's Covenant is 


Argument ? Is it any thing more than a barefac'd begging the 
Queſtion in Debate ? And it looks the more ridiculous, that it is 
done with Formality of a Logical Argument : If it was the Will 
of God that John ſhould baptize Believer's Infants, how does it 
follow that he was a vile Tranſgreiſor ? Was it becauſe he did 
not baptize them? But where does that a pear ? So far from ap- 
pearing, that Mr, A. has not ſaid a Worl to diſprove my Argu- 


Me. M. inſiſts, © If Jobi did baptize Believer's Infants, leg 


js is enough at preſent, until I come to advance poſitive Proof, 
Unleſs, Jays he, our Opponents will ſay, they have as good 


2 d none but Po Believers; yet 1t 15 not written, that he . 


of the divine Appointment : But this he was never charged with, 
therefore it was not the Will of Goo for him to _— Be- 


repealed: Can it be, that he expected a ſerious Anſwer to this 


ments againſt their Senſe of the Text, ſave only that he repeats 
A* am X | 0 


Ins 


ho have had a viſible Right to Ordinances, may afterwards *} 
ut themſelves of by their Degeneracy, ſo the Phariſees, tio 
nom the Baptift ſpeaks, in their Infancy had a viſible Right. _ 


| 


a 


7 
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zur tho! I might have ſtopt 
, yet for > of Truth, and that I might vindicate fuch” 
recious Portion of Scripture from their falſe Gloſs, I ſhew'd” 
t the Covenant made with Abraham is the very ſame with this 
Hb. viii, Neither has Mr. M. ſo much as attempted to over- 
ow my Proof of this; yet further, I infallibly prov'd from 
Y. XXVi. 40, 41, Cc. and Deut. xxx. 6, 11, 12, 13, 14. 


vr er dwich Heb. viii. Rom. x. g. that Moſes and If ael in the Wil- 
is ness, were under the very ſame Covenant alſo, as may be ſeen 
51 7 large in Charitable Plea, pag. 14, 15, 16, nor has Mr. A," 7 
* i empted to anſwer this. Hence my Argument cannot but ap- 


is infallibly proven to be the ſame Covenant ſpoken of here, 


be repealed, ſo is the Covenant in Heb. vil.” for can it be re- 
led, and not repealed at the ſame Time? Whatever be meant in 
eb. viii. it cannot mean ſubſtantially to repeal itſelf: Mr. M. 
retends not to remove theſe Things out of his Way, yet will 


Pt old his Argument from the Place, and faulter thro” what cannot, 
zethinks, but be reckon'd an Abſurdity. a 


Having thus finiſh'd my Argument, I next propos'd to re- 
hove a Difficulty that might ariſe, from the ſeeming Inconſiſtent 
f Iſrael's Covenant being the ſame with this in Heb. viii. when 
et the former is called Od, found fault with, and another made, 
ot according to it, Upon this I obſerv'd, from the Uſuage 6f 
Scripture, that by the New Covenant we are to underſtand a 
new Adminiſtration of the Covenant, which obtains under the 
New-Teftament ;* and it is at this Mr. M. firſt catches, paſſing 
holly by all the Reſt, . He introduces his Obſervations with great 
Pomp, as uſual, telling That I have left them triumphing, and 
augmented the Cauſe of their Triumph; he intimates the forci- 
bleneſs of his Words, ſays I have mitt my Point; argued agaiaſt* 
what they deny not ;. have help'd to faſten them in their Belief; 
and to compleat my Confufion, have run myſelf into inextricabls 
Difficulties, and render'd all my Reaſons from the Place inconelu- 
live: Well, here ire Words of Triumph, but what's the Cauſe? 
Can he, /ays Mr. M. imagine, that Abraham and Iſiael in the 
* Wilderneſs were under this new Covenant, as he himſelf under- 
* ſtands it? Does he not know that the New-Covenant thus under- 
J * food, took Place long after their Day? And why ſhould he go 
* to impoſe on his unwary Readers, by pretending to prove, that 
* Abraham, Moſes, and J/-ael were under this New Covenant, 
which cannot be, according to his own Rule of Interpretation ?* 
I humbly conceive Mr. M. himſelf is one of my unwary Readers : 
The Caſe ſtands thus, I prov'd that the Covenant which Abraham 
and Iſrael were under, was the ſame with this New Covenant in 
Heb. vill. I ſaid it is call'd New, becauſe of the New Admini- 
ſtration: Hereby it ſeems, I have pretended to prove that Abra- 
bam and Ifrael were under the 3 ew-Teftament Adminiſtration; a 
Ve 


ar juſt, © That ſeeing the Covenant, which they ſay is NR - 
h 
it will follow, that if either Abraham's or Mael's Covenant 


. 

TS / 
- 
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3 which was the Sign of the Covenant, is itſelf called the Covenant 
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great Blunder indeed! But is the Caſe ſo? I ſaid they 
the fame ſubſtantial Covenant, did I therefore ſay u 
were under the ſame Adminiſtration? No: But what Service « 
W it do Mr. Ms Cauſe, ſuppoſe I had been miſtaken in my Soluti 
of the Difficulty ? Suppoſe New Covenant don't lignify a 1 
Aaminiſiration, what is the Conſequence ? Why, only that the 
muſt be ſome other Way found to reconcile the ſeeming Contn 
diftion; for if the Covenant be the ſame, it is not alſo repeale 
Now if he could not overthrow my Proof of it's being the ſame, be 
as much oblig'd, as I am, to account for it's being called New; an 
unleſs he take my Way, he ought to ſhew a better, but he doe 
neither. On the other hand, what if I am not miſtaken? Ix 
fure he has not offered to prove that I am; has he ſhewn thy 
ſach a Signification of Covenant, is contrary to the Uſuage d 
Scripture? I alledged, Gen. xvii. 10, 11. where Circumciſion 
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Has he ſhewn that it's not a Parallel? Or has he ſhewn that ny 
Interpretation is not according to the Apoſtle's Scope, which! 
alledg'd ? None of theſe Things; Now I appeal to all the intel. 
gent World, whether he has got any other Cauſe of Triumpk 
Bere, than what may ariſe from an ignoble Perverſion of one 0 
my Sentences ? Which in Connexion runs thus, even ſo here, by 
* the New Covenant we muſt underſtand a new Adminiſtration of 
© the Covenant, which obtains under the New-Teftament. That 


where it ſhould be handled, this will inſinuate a Prejudice again 
che Cauſe I maintain. 7 6 Wa 
| WE 


* this is the true Meaning of the Apoſtle, W from the gene. tho' he 
© ral Scope of the Place, which is to ſhew, that the Moſaic Cere- for the 
© monies are abolſh'd, by which the Covenant was adminiſtered, fr Cl 
but not that the Covenant itſelf is aboliſh'd ; his Proof he brings verchro 
© from Fer. xxxi. where ſuch a Change of Adminiſtration is pro- cen pre 
pheſy'd of. Now our Opponents mult either give up their Ex- Apoſtle 
© poſition, and agree to this Solution, or elſe aſſert that the Word look to 
; © of Gop contradicts itſelf. There is no middle Way left, ſince Argume 
W © I have proven the Covenants to be the ſame.” Mr. M. profeſſes Diſpenſ 
a great Regard to the Scripture, and a Love to Truth; but where Covena 
does either of them appear, when he would rather leave the Scrip- at an 
ture in a Contradiction to itſelf, than to his Opinion ? Old Te 

He need, fear no Oppoſition from me in calling the old Cove- New 
nant an old Adminiſtration, which is aboliſh'd ; for ſo ſay I too: aid A 
But I cannot take his Inſtruction, that it was my Buſineſs on unleſs t 
* THis HEA PD, if I had done any Thing to my Purpoſe, to ſhew have ol 
that Infants are the Subjects of Baptiſm under the New. Cove- Mx. 
© nant, thus underſtood.“ I doubt if I ſhould do ſo, wiſe People * none 
would ſay I had a. Mind to. mimick Mr. M. i. e. to be commonly Seed 
roving ſomething different from the Point in Hand ; they would that 
be apt to think, by reading my Aſſertions, that it was my Buſineſs © Seec 
on this Head to prove, that Abraham's Covenant is not repealed; © ſhey 
but if Mr. M. can perſuade the People, that I wawe the Point the 
« any 


ye come next to conſider, Rom. ix. 6, 7, 8. They are not all 
zel, wich are of Iſrael. Neither becauſe they are the Seed /of 
vraham, are they all Children; but in Iſaac fall thy Seed be called, 
at is, they which are the Children of the Fl:fh, theſe are not 

Children of GOD ; but the Children of the Promiſe are counted 

the Seed. Hereon I obſerv'd, that the Apoſtle does here 
diſtinguiſh thoſe who were meerly Abraham's natural Seed, and 
only under the outward Diſpenſation, from thoſe who were 
elected, and had the inward Bleſſings of the Covenant, but does 
not ſay, that thoſe who were only his natural Seed, were not 
under the outward Adminiſtration of the Covenant: Nay, tha 
Contrary is plain from ver. 4, 5. for to them belong'd the Cove- a 
nants, the giving of the Law, and Service of Gop. So then, 
the Sum of the Place is, that tho' the Promiſe was made to. 
Abraham and his Seed in general; yet in the Adminiſtration of 
general Promiſes, there is a ſecret Diſtinction made, according? 
to Gov's Purpoſe of Election: And hence the Promiſe takes 
hold of ſome, and not of others; and theſe only are to be ac-' 
counted the ſpiritual Seed, and Children of the Promiſe, whe 
have the rea: Bleſſings of the Covenant in their Hearts, and 
not others who have not, tho' they be under the outward Diſ- 
penſation, and have A viſible Right to the Promiſe, for /ach 
are not Iſrael, the" they be Iſrael: This is the plain Scope of 
the Place; and the Apoſtle's Concluſion is, therefore the Word of 
GOD has had it's Effet, and his Promiſe is unalterably true, 
tho' he reject ſome who were under the outward Adminiſtration x 
for the Words are an Anſwer to an ObjeCtion propoſed in ver 6. 
firſt Clauſe,” This Expoſition Mr. M. offers not in the leaſt ta 
overthrow ; tho” his Cauſe greatly required him to do ſo, had it 
deen practicable ; for if this be the Scope and Meaning, and this tha 
Apoſtle's Concluſion, it will follow unavoidably that it does not 
look towards a Repeal of Abraham's Covenant, What for an 
Argument is it; that becauſe ſome who were under the external 
Diſpenſation of the Covenant were carnal, therefore Abraham's 
Covenant is repealed ? Therefore Infant's Church-memberſhip is 
at an End? What the Apoſtle ſays here, was applicable to the 
Ol Teflament Church, in any Period of it, as well as to the 
Mar; and could as well have proven a Repealſ of the afore- 
{id Appointment in the Days of David or Moſes, as at this Day, 
unleſs the Words could bear ſome contrary Expoſition to what 1 
have obſerved. 
Mx. AJ. proceeds thus, *Tis evident from theſe Words, that 
none, whether Jeqwws or Gentiles, are counted for the ſpiritual 
Seed, but true Belieyers only. Now methinks all will grant, 
that the Infants of believing Gentiles are not Abraham's fleſhy 
Seed; and Mr. F. in his Diſtinctions does not undertake to 
ſhew, that they are his ſpiritual Seed; then it follows, that 
the Infants of believing Genti/es are not the Seed of Abraham in 
any Reſpect at all.” A famous Conſequence! This Mode of 
Its. ; _ arguing” 


* 


—_— > = ®:' © a 


mw il ve many Things as well as this. I have not 
rtaken in my Diftinftions, to prove that we are juſtified 
| ith, therefore we are not; nor have I undertaken to refute | 
Doctrine of 7 5 in theſe Diſtinctions, then it foll, 
chat it is true. I have not undertaken this, does it then folloy 
that I have not ſhewn what I did undertake? I undertook | 
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des, that this Place does not prove a Repeal of the aforeſi for ſuch 
ol! —_—: This I have done by ſhewing the Scope of th don! / 
. 3 but inftead of this, I muſt ſhew.that the Infants of Seed of 


„Bering Gentiles are Abraham's ſpiritual Seed: But it is much Hell as 5 


he doubted, when I come indeed to ſhew this, Mr, A. will fin thinks m 
Kult, or get the better of me, becauſe I did nat ſhew ſomething but forcec 
elſe; for he has hitherto eaſily gain'd his Point, by diſputin+ he has! 


againſt what is not the Caſe in hand. Another of his Concluſions i 
that the Infants of Gentile Believers cannot be baptiz'd by Virtue 
© of any Promiſe given to the Seed of Abraham, for they are nt 
< included in it.” Now this Concluſion is not drawn from the 
Text, but only from my not undertaking in my Diſtinctions what 
was not the preſent Buſineſs ; but I will be even with Mr. A by 
arguing thus, he has not undertaken from this Place to ſhe; 
that dipping is the only Mode of Baptiſm, therefore it is not. 

I queried; * whether a viſible credible Profeſſion was the Ground 
on which they formerly judg'd of the Right of Abraham's Seed to 
S * the initiating Seal of the Covenant.“ He anfwers they circumciſed 
WW them according to order on the eighth Day; but did not circum- 
W © ciſe them as the ſpiritual Seed. I grant they did not circum- 
ciſe them from an Opinion that each Individual was infallibly 
gracious ; but they were certain that all the Seed were under a 
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general indefinite Promiſe, which gave them ground to judge cha- happe! 

ri ably of each Particular. And if they did not circumciſe them paſs f 

as the ſpiritual Seed, I would learn on what Account? Was it on OW ine 

ary ſpiritual Account at all? No doubt, the Anſwer will be ction < 

wy agreeable to his Maxim, that being in the Covenant gives no id Diſt 
my. Right to Ordinances : Of which before, he ſays, © The Method ingly, v 
Ve are now to follow, is to baptize Perſons on profeſſion of In pa; 
© their Faith.” But will this Scripture prove, that all viſible cre- am and 
dible Profeſſors are the ſpiritual Seed, and none but ſuch? If it eeds, a 
prove not this, I aſk again, how they can at all improve it to HRIST 
their Purpoſe? For the Place refers to ſuch as are the ſpiritual Carts 
Seed in the ſtricteſt Senſe, diſtinguiſhes thoſe who are J/-ael, was n 
from thoſe who are of [/ae/, 7. e. thoſe who are elected, from liever 
viſible Church-Members ; and does not fo much as hint at the tion 15 
Grounds on which Ordinances are adminiftered, If we may ad- clude 

n i ifter Ordinances to none, but ſuch as are ſpiritual in the Senſe themſ 

of this Text, we may adminiſter them to none but ſuch as are * ſelf; 

&- deed, and infailibly gracious: and this will require a Judge- Heavy 
ment not only of Charity, but Infallibility, to determine who can e 

may be admitted to Ordinances, and who not. To ſay, that x * 


credible Profeſũon gives Ground to judge charitably, and warrants 
a | us 


to adminiſter Ordinanees, is to ſay nothing to the preſent Pur: 
ſe, unleſs it appear d from this Text, that we are to exclude-all 
ers from our Charity, and from Hopes of Salvation, befides 
ofeſlors, and aſcertain Salvation to each of them; as we mull 
| if they, and only they, be the ſpiritual Seed here ſpoken of 
t on the contrary, is it not plain, that we have Ground of Chat 3 
for ſuch as are under general indefinite Fromiſes of Grace and 
Ivation? And is it not as plain, that ſuch Promiſes are given to 
Seed of Believers? Hence if the Scriptures own ſuch Infants, . 
well as actual Profeſſors, ſo ſhould we too. Hereu Mr. 
thinks me © very unhappy, not fix'd in my own Judgement, 
but forced to put on vatious Forms and Shapes, for, ht . 
t he has good Ground to judge charitably that Believers 
re the ſpiritual Seed, his Diſtinction of a twofold Way of bes 
ng in the Covenant of Grace is quite uſeleſs ; for if they arg 
he ſpiritual S-ed they are ſavingly in the Covenant, and ſo 
vill all be ſaved.” I ſaid, the indefinite Promiſes to Belieyer's 
fants gives ground to judge charitably of them; therefore 1 
d they will all infallibly be ſaved! Well, Mr. M. thinks a cre« 
dle Profeſſion gives ground to judge charitably of the Adults 
5 at they are the ſpiritual Seed, therefore all credible Profeſſors 
round  favingly in the Covenant of Grace, and fo will all infallibly be * 
eed to ved: He is got into the ſame Box with me now; and whatever 
nciſel y he can help himſelf, the ſame will do for me; and perhaps 
"Cul: y Diſtintion of a twofold Way of being in Covenant may be 
rer ſome Uſe to him, But is it not ſtrange, that he ſhould pre- 
— Wd to refute the Uſe of ſaid Diſtinction, by an Inſtance which 
ler 3 dnfirms the Neceſſity, and ſhews the Uſe of it? I think herein 
cha- 3 to be ſomewhat unhappy himſelf; and how uncandid, 
pais from a Judgement of Charity, to that of Infallibilig! 
ow inconſiderate, to talk as if there was no Uſe for the Dis 
nction of a twofold being in the Covenant! For if he reje@ 
ud Diſtinction, he muſt & all viſible Profeſſors are in it fas 
ingly, which I am perſuaded he will not do. 2 
In pag. 33. he comes to treat of Gal. iii 16. Now to Abra> 
am and his Seed were the Promiſes made: He ſaith not, © and to. 
eds, as of many, but as of one; and to thy Seed, which is 
HRIST, On which I obſerv'd, © either this Promiſe is made to 
Cnaisr perſonally, or as Head of the viſible Church: If it 
was made to Cyr18T perſonal, then it will prove, that no Be- 
liever is counted for the Seed but CHRIS H alone; and ſo Salva. 
tion is promis'd to none but himſelf; and then it will not only ex- 
clude the Infants of Believers from the Promile, but Believers 
( themſelves ; not the Seed of Abraham only, but Abraham him 
— and will exclude them not only from Ordinance; but from 
Leaven: For if it be made only to CRS perſonal, tis plain, it 
i — extend to none other: But what vaſt Abſurdities are theſe ? 
: 2 it muſt have been made to CnRIsT myſtical, or as 
Head of the viſible Church, and then it will extend to all 


"ST 


_ *:Bbllevers in him., Mr. #. 


Argument is enough to refute it,” 
— expoſe it? But far from that, he only mentions | 
does not make one Attempt to free his Gloſs from 
ſhocking Abſurdities I charged upon it. He boldly ſays, 
evident the Promiſes were made primarily to CHals r perſona 
And he has Texts enough at Hand to prove it; as Col. i. 
in all Things he muſt have the Pre-eminence. Now the Real 
i given in the firſt Part of the Verſe, viz. He is the Heaa of 1 
Bady, the Church: And can a Perſon, exerciſing Common Sen 
imagine that this Text proves, the Promiſes were made to Cai; 
onally, as diſtinguiſhed from his being Head of the Church 
Again, Jai. xlii. 6. He is given for a Covenant of the Peopl 
and can this mean leſs than that 
gain, 2 Cor. i. 20. For all the Promiſes of GOD in him 
, and in him Amen: And is not this becauſe he is Head of th 
Body, and Saviour of his Church? Again, Zph. i. 22. Ana gas 
him to be Head over all Things to the Church: i. e. his Empi 
in unyerſal, that he may order all Things for the Benefit of b 
— : And 1s it not a ſtrange Doctrine from hence, that thy 
romiſes were made to Cxr1sT perſonal, primarily, and not : 
Head of the Church ? He alſo ſays, This is accordi 
Tenor of the Apoſtie's Reaſoning, Gal. iii. 22. But the Seri 
* tyres have concluded all under Sin, that the Promiſe by Fail 
* of JESUS CHRIST might be given to them that believe. 
This Text proves, that believin 
which Salvation is promis'd, an 
proves that the Promiſes were primarily made to Cusisvr perio 
wal, and not as Head of the Church, I own my deep and tot 
rance: Yet I cannot but bleſs my ſelf from ſach a Principle 
as muſt be maintain'd by ſuch lamentable Shifts. 
proven his Point, if | mentioning Scriptures will do it; but me: 
thinks a rational Man would bluſh to ſpeak at a Venture in a Caſe 
of Importance; or ſhew himſelf confident of a Principle that 
- Has no Plauſtbility ; and J leave it to the judicious, whether Mr. 
M. might not as well haye caſt Lots what to ſay, as have quoted 
the aforeſaid Texts to prove his Principle. But what could he do, 
\ For the Principle itſelf is Heterodox, and cannot be proven? Nor 
do I know that any of Mankind eyer attempted to prove, of 
aſſert it before. I certainly expected he would have been more 


Text, an 


tender of Truth. 


_ However, if he cannot get an A 
From this Text, he will try to prevent me of one alſo: He pro- 
ceeds firſt to call it Vild, and then dreſſes it thus, © Believer] 
* Infants are Church-Members, therefore the Promiſe extends to 

© them alſo.” But my Argument was thus, The Promiſe muſt 
© have been made to CxrisT as Head of the viſible Church, 
© and then it will extend to all Believers in him, and alſo to their 
© Seedz for they were never caſt out of the Church, for ought 
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N 
appears.” And ſince it once extended to them, unleſ is 
be proven to have been revok'd, it extends now'as far as ever itt 
„which methinks, Error itſelf would bluſh to deny. But inſtead. 
proving that the Promiſe is revok'd, he \poes on thus, Let him 
peak out, will Church-Memberſhip entitle any to the Promiſe of 
Yu/lification, of the Holy Ghoft, of Adoption ?--Do the Promiſes of 
eſe Bleſſings extend to Believers, and their Seed, as ſuch ? Let 
r. Finley ſhew where Gop has promiſed theſe ſpiritual Bleſſinge 
ould be entail'd on any fleſhly Line.” An/. I have ſhewn al- 
dy, that the Promiſes are to Believers and their Seed; and ſo 
in is it, that he may run who reads it: And what is eaſier than 
new, that Go p has entail'd theſe ſpiritual Bleſſings on Believers 
| their Seed in a Line? See Exod. xx. 6. He will Sew Mercy 
a Thouſand Generations of them that love him; and is not a 
jouſand Generations a long Line? Nor will Mr. AJ. I hope, 
nture to ſay, that the ſecond Commandment is repealed : Again, 
vi. Ixi. 21. GOD will give his Spirit to his People, and their Seed, 
d Seed's Seed, from henceforth and forever : And is not forever a 
g Line? Ler Mr. V. ſpeak, and ſay, is it not very _ 
a, is not Seed, and Seed's Seed, a Line ſufficient to juſlify the 


lertion? It will not do to anſwer theſe Texts, by Surprizes, 
acvels, and wondering at my Ignorance: Nor by ſaying the 
bntrary is evident: Nor by quoting John i 13. without fhewing 


w the Text refutes the Doctrine: It is a ſtrange Method for a 
riſtian to go about as tho' he would refute one Text by ano- 
er: According to Mr. M's. Gloſs, there's a real Contradiction 
tween 7chr i. 13. and the Scriptures I now quoted: Accord- 
g to our Glols there is not a ſeeming One: Fobn i. 13. aſſerts, 
at Believers were born of GOD ; the Texts I quoted ſignify, 
Wy GOD will give Regenerating Grace to Believer's Seed ; and 
here's the Oppoſition? Where is the Difficulty ? But to prevent 
Liftakes, obſerve, that I do not conceive the Scriptures to intend, 
bat all the Seed of all Believers will be converted; for they are 
ot all Iſrael, that are of Iſrael; but that Gop gathers his 
eople from among their Seed; and Election runs in a Line as 
dng as he will: And hence it is, that we ought to hope equally 
aritably of Believer's Infants, as of actual Profeſſors. 
I obſerv'd that Infants were never caſt out of the Church, for 
oht that yet appears; Mr. M. replies, It don't appear they 
were caſt out of the New-T, eftament Church, for it don't appear 
they were ever in it.” He don't deny they were Members of 
he Jewiſh Church: Now if it was the Church of Gov, and the 
ame in Subſtance with the Chri/tian Church, it will follow, that 
hurch-Memberſhip was of as great Importance in the former 
s 1t is in the latter; and alſo that the Materials of the Church 
re ſtill the ſame: Hence, if Infants were once Materials of it, 
hey are ſo ſtill; the Argument is clear, if the Principles ars 
granted from which it is drawn, But I am not certain, that Mr. 
believes the Zewiſs Curch to have been the ſame in Subſtance 


5 N F 

Wich the Cbrifian; nay, he does not clearly free himſelf fro 
Suſpicion, that he looks on it hardly to have been the Chuy 

_ of Goy: What leſs can be gathered from his denying that | 
Covenant of Grace was adminiſter'd by Circumtiſſon, or the 
zac Ceremonies? From his fignifying that the very Charter 
BE of the 7ewi/ Church was difanull'd, and not only the Sell 
As in pag. 75; from his denying that the Sealing Ordinances 
Diſpentations depend on the ſame Infticution ? With what Slig 
does he often mention the former Diſpenſation, and diminiſh it 
Worth abſolutely, and not only comparatively ? We often he 
of that dark, legal, typical Adminiſtration ; that the Jeavs we 
aid to be married to th Lorp, and to be in Covenant only d 
Account of that dark . Diſpenſation, and their being the Subjed 
ef Ordinances: He rejects O/d-Teftament Proofs reſpecting thy 
Cbriſian Church, pag. 35, and denies that the Materials of the 
Church under both i Fe wer were the ſame : Again, pag. 51 


he intimates, that the Je. were not to ſtand by Faith under th 
former Diſpenſation, but only by dera Holineſs ; this wil 
make an eſſential Difference between the Church then and now 
and pag. 54, Nothing but Faith in the Meſiab gave the 9% 
a ſtanding in the New-Tefament Church :* which ſeems plainly 
to imply, that ſomething elſe gave them a Standing in the Ol 
Pag. 40, he fays, © We ſee where Infant's Church-Memberſhiy 
© (ſuch as it was) ended in the Fexwif national Church." Such a 
n <vas, ſeems to ſay, it was hardly worth the Name of Church 
Memberſhip. | 
Tusk, methinks, are ſhocking Conſiderations, in Oppoſition 
to which, obſerve, 1. If the Jew and Chriftian Church be dif 
ferent in Subſtance, they had one Way to Heaven, and we anothe: 


quite different: But this is falſe, for we are ſaved by the Grarf 


of the Lord JESUS CHRIST, even as they, Acts xv. 11. 2. I 


the Church under both Diſpenſations be not in Subſtance the ſame, 


it will follow, that 4braham could not be the Father both of the 
Circumciſed and Uncircumciſed Believers; but this he was, 2 
Nom. iv. 11, 12. prove. 3. It would follow, that the Jew 
did not eat the ſame ſpiritual Meat; nor drink the ſame ſpiritual 
Drink as the Chri/tians do; but this they did, 1 Cor. x. 3, 4 
4. It would follow, that the Jews could not be Examples and 
Patterns of Faith to Chriſtians, contrary to Heb. xi throughout. 5. It 
would follow, that the Jexws and Chriſtians are not made one Church, 
nor the middle Wall of Partition broken down for that Purpoſe; but 
this is falſe, Eph. ii. 11----15. Nay, 6. then the Chri/ftian Church 
is not built on the Foundation of the Prophets, but only the 4- 
Ales, contrary to Eph. ii 20. and laſtly, it would follow, that 
it's a falſe and deceiving Method of proceeding, to - expreſs what 
ins to the New-Tefament Church and Worſhip, by the ſame 

ords which were uſed to expreſs what pertain'd to the Church 
and Worſhip of the Ol Teflament, but this is frequently done 
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in the Revelations and elſewhere. What ſhall we now think of 
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F ſame in Subſtance thro' all Ages, then the Materials are the. 


ag. ne; for the Materials of the Church are eſſential to it, and ſo 
der thy fants will be Church-Members until the Church be repeated. IL 

1s wil ight add many Arguments on this Head, which, for ſake of. 

d nowMWrevity, I now omit: And I cannot but prefume the Caſe is plain, 

Ee tau read . þ . X - _ = * 
bah Is 2. 35. Mr. M. demands Scripture-Authority for uſing 
he Ol eſe Words, viz. THE PALE or TuS Churcn, He 2 
zerſhin his Word has ſome great latent Influence on the Doctrine of In- 


jant-Baptiſm ; nor need we think to hide from him the Force we 
deſign to give it; Nay, he has by his Penetration, found it out 
Already; and obſerves, * that hereby we colour our Fancy for, 
half-way Members; ji. e. ſiys he, Members not fully in their, 
Church, nor yet in the wide World, but within the Pale of 
their viſible Church, probably in their Church-yard ;----ſome- 


Grin where in the Middle between their Church and the World.“ Ob- 
2. I ſerve, he calls it Our Church, no doubt for Diſtinction's ſake ; 
ſame, Now if the Queſtion were put; What is it to be an Infant- Mem- 
of the er? The Anſwer is; To be within the Pale of our Church, 
as, 4 What is it to be within the Pale of the Church? Anſ. It is 
Jewvi WY fo be in the Church-yard. Q What is it to be in the Church-yardf 
ritual WY Anſ. Jt is to be ſomewhere in the Middle bet<veen the Church an 
3, 4.088 #4 rd. Is not this a pretty Fancy? Yes, and alſo a colour 
s and Fancy, and an hatch'd Fancy; It has been hatch'd long ſince 
5. 1 the Apoſtle's Days; and ſome dangerous Hereſy be ſure, lurky 
aurch, in it. For It is good te pave the Way to ſome unknown 
e; but middle Region for them in the other World too, if they die in 
hurch WJ * ſuch Circumſtances: 1 dare ſay he means Purgatory, or Lim 


bus Infantum, and the Way to it is pav'd with pretty colour'd 
that WW Faxcies. Well, ſeeing theſe Things are ſo ; and ſeeing I © never 
what , read of ſuch Members, either under the Legal, or Goſpel-Ad- 
ſame WW © miniſtration; upon the Whole, this Text, (Gal iii. 16, is ſp 
hurch M far from concluding for them, that it is a Wonder how Mr. 
done F. could have the Confidence to ſay it does.” Thus has Mr. 
ik of Ml NM. corrected my Confidence, ſhewn his Wit, and Power of Cri- 
uciſm, and Dexterity” in Afguitienitatiob; All at once: The ſame 


A where it comes: But if he is afraid of the Power of the Pau 


| Topick he improves in pag. 64. truly, he ſeems ſo much afp 
Baptiſm coming in at the Back-Door every where, tha 

cannot get Time to reaſon, he is ſo often obliged to deny it: I 

well againft it where- it is not ; doutleſs he deſigns to 


Faffure him I had no Defign againſt him by that Word: I hay 
no Need of it, however much his Cauſe needed the Remarks g 
it. I would not have mentioned ſuch ridiculous Stuff, but th 
Mr. M. lays t Streſs on the Obſervation ; and to have geg 
lected it, would have given him Cauſe of Triumph: And if 1 
ceſſary to mention it, I humbly pfeſume, that judicious Readen 
will own, there is more FRO in treating it with Ridiculg 
than with ſerious Argument; and if any where I treat him in ſud 
Manner, I am led to it from the Conſideration of it's Propricy, 
and not from a Humour of Satyrizing.. * . pe” 
Hx goes on to repeat my Argument further, Abrabam's Blel 
ing was not only to himſelf perſonally, but alſo to his Seed ; and 
7 © thus very Bleſſing is come on the Gentiles thro" Cu RIH; thers 
fore it muſt come on their Seed too.* To this he anſwers, that 
* Abraham's Bleſſing was Juſtification, the Gift of the Holy Ghef, 
© and ſuch Bleflings as belong only to the ſpiritual Seed ; and are the 
* carnal Seed of believing Gentiles, as ſuch, Partakers of thel 
© ſpiritual Blefſings ?* Anſ. The Scripture ſays, Abraham's Bl:ſing 
is come on the Gentiles thro” CHRIST, and I ſaid ſo too: Now 
ſince his Bleſſing extended to his Seed, I rightly inferr'd it mul 
come on the Seed of Gentile-Believers, elſe it is not Abraham't 
Blefling either in the Form or Fatnefs of it: Mr. M, aſks, if 
theſe ſpiritual Bleſſings come on the carna/ Seed of believing Gen 
tiles? He appears to uſe carnal for gracele/5, and ſo his Query i 
this, Are the graceleſ: Seed of believing Gentiles, as ſuch, Par- 
takers of ſaving Grace? Or, are graceleſ People gracious ? Thi 
he can readily deny, and refute, and then accuſe us of applying 
to the fey Seed what belongs to the ſpiritual : But ſeeing Abra- 
ham's Bleſſing was to his own Seed, as the Scripture aſſerts, can't 
Mr. M. as well urge thus, What? Are the 2 Seed of Abra - ere once 
ham, as ſuch, Partakers of theſe ſpiritual Bleſſings? If not, © How est with! 
© can any ſay, that Abraham's Blefling is come on his own Seed, {WW hurch-me: 
© when the Aſſertion is entirely falſe? At this Rate he will prove at he call 
as much againſt the 1 ag as againſt us. SLA We Gentiles 
Bur in pag. 36, &c. he can tell us of ſeveral Bleſſings of ant, M. 
Abrabam which he ſuppoſes come not on the Gentiles ; as, that bt intmen 
Gould be a Father of many Nations; had the Land of Canaan Hbrabam's 
romisr'd to his Seed; and that CHRIST ſhould deſcend from bim. fufti fication 
Mr M. aſks if each of theſe Bleſſings be come on every believing f Infant's 
Gentile ? And if not, then does not 4braham's Bleſſing come on ny need « 
them curtail'd ? 4»/. Mr. M. will not ſay, that every godly Per- ional Mar 
ſon of Abraham's Seed, had the Promiſe of being Father of my ve any Me 
Nations; every one of them had not the Promiſe of the w 
Land of Canaan; nor could cach of them be the Progenitor of 


Wil he r that {bras 
1 Blefling came not on his own Let him try if he can 
vid this Concluſion from the fame Topicks by which he would 
ve, that Abraham's Bleſſing is not come on the Seed of Gentile- 
lievers : Muſt we not then conclude, that-Abrabam's Bleſſing hero · 
meant of ſuch as can come conſiſtently on any particular Per- 
of his Seed; and ſo on each of his ſpiritual Seed, the be- 
ving Gentile: ? Thus it happens, that Mr. M's Arguments ge- 
ally prove either too little, or too mach; and it appears he 
no Shift to ſpoil me of an Argument from Cal. iii. for 
95 can't prevent, but this Blefling will come on Gentile Be- 
ven, and on their Seed indefinitely. 1 / 1 84 
Acain, ſays he, Was it not Abraham's Bleſſing to have the: 
Seal of the Covenant adminiſtered to all the Males born in his 
Houſe, or bought with Money? And is this Blefling come on- 
the Gentiles ? Anſ. Ves, doubtleſs it is: But ſays he, if it is, 
why don't our Opponents baptize thoſe born in their Houſe, and 
Slaves bought with their Money?“ An/. Slaves bought with 
Loney, if come to Age, and inftrafted, ſhould be baptiz'd at 
jeir Deſire; and for thoſe born in their Houſe, I judge they 
we equal Right with thoſe horn in Abraham's Houſe ; but to 
zue againſt the Principle, becauſe ſome don't practice accord- 
ply, is a Way that will prove all practical Religion to be falſe 3 
r many Profzfſors don't practice according to their Principle: Ho] 
er, it is well that Mr. M. owns the aforeſaid Sealing of Abra- 
:m's Male Children to have been a inn and we own it is 
ot repealed; for we believe Gop is not leis prone to bleſs than 
ever WAS, a ; ' 
Bur he ſays, If theſe Things were temporal, and peculiar to 
Abraham's Seed, ſo ſay we of Infant's Right to any Ordinance, 
and Abraham's Bleſſing comes to us uncurtail'd without the No- 
tion of Infant's Church- memberſhip. Why then, it ſeems 
hurch-memberſhip. is no Bleſſing now, tho' it was in Abraham's 
days: Was it a temporal Thing? Or was it a Blefling to be in 
e Jewiſh Church; and is it a Blefling to be out of the Chriftian?” 
hen happy are the Pagan Nations. The Infants of Believers 
ere once bleſt with Charch-menbartkip' but now they are 
leſt with Excommunication: What Paradoxes are theſe? And 
hurch- memberſhip is levell'd with temporal Things! No wonder 
at he calls it-infipid, . Now ſeeing the Bleſſing which is come on 
he Gentiles, is Juſtiſication, and the ſaving Benefits of the N- Co- 
enant, Mr. M. < cannot but firmly conclude, the aforeſaid Ap- 
intment is at an End:“ So his Argument will ſtand thus 3 
rabam's Bleſſing is come on the Gentiles, but his Bleſſing was 
ju/ti fication, and other ſaving Benefits; therefore the Appointment” 
f Infant's incovenanting with their Parents is at an End. Is there 
ny need of Art to expoſe the Folly of this Reaſoning to a ra- 
lonal Man ? Is this Concluſion contain'd in the Premiſes ? Or has 
de any Medium at all to prove it? No, not the Likeneſs of one. 


E 2 Now 


not neceſſary for himita d well long on What J call the Ana) 
Devices; but he mentions one, wit; that Abraham's Coye 
Dns mixt.“ I proved that it was not mix d in Subſtance 4; wii 
Mr. M. es over, and tells ns © tis mix' d in reſpect of tem 
Tral and eternal Things I ſhew'd that we are now: unde 
- Covenant of ſuch Mixture; which be does not deny: But he ak 
*. Who ever came up to my Notion of Mixture in Abraham's ( 
.*,yenant, viz. that his Poſterity enjoy d the ſame Privileges, Lib 
*.ties and Immunities in the Church, as himſelf did, until by.thy 
©. Degeneracy ſome of them were broken off.“ He bas not fp 
a Sentence in ſhewing the Mixture of this; and I confeſs 10 
Les none in it. I can retraft none of the Words until I ſee thi 
Abſurdity : And the Tryth is, I do not fee that they ſuit his 
{ervation- any better than if be had wrote by Chane. 
. AnoTHts Device I mentioned, was their joining ,Abrabai 
Coyenant with the Law given ät Sinai, which they ſay un 
arous Coyenant of Works, and conſequently is aboliſh 
Lian I refer to my former Preofs from Leit-: xxvi, Da 
Mx. compared with Heb, vii, which ſhew that the Sinai Coyeny 
was really a Covenant of Grace, and the ſame in Subſtance wit 
that in Heb. viii. but theſe Proofs and my Diſtinctions he pal 
over both there and here; and barely tells us, that all mi 
grant the Covenant made with the Maelites at their Return 
of Egypt is aboliſh'd; and ſo leaves me to debate the Mau 
with the Apoſtle in Heb. Vil,” And I leave him to anſwer n 
Arguments, which he has not attempted to do: And as het 
not offered to anſwer my Proofs that the Sinai Diſpenſation was 
Covenant of Grace; neither has he made any Trial to free hi 
Argument from the Abſurgities I charged on it; therefore I mi 
ſet them before him again. If the Mraelitet were under a Con 
*: nant of Works, and if the Law was given from Sinai with tha 
- © Deſign, then I aſk, were any of the / aelites under that Di 
©, penſation ſaved ? They cannot but anſwer Ves: And were they 
© ſaved by Grace, or by Works ? By Grace, no doubt: But is nd 
* this a Contradiction, Saved by Grace, under the rigour of « 
*. Covenant of Works?" Mr. M. -ought to remove this Difficulty 
or quit his Principle. e 2 
I pag. 38. he does not, in ſo many Words aſſert, that tht 
Araelites were under a Covenant of Works, and a Covenant d 


Grace at the ſame Timę; but he ſeems to ſay that we are nov the Re 
under both theſe Covenants, which is - ſtill more ſhocking, i Reade! 
poſſible : For he's. ſurpriz d that his. O ts can't. lee, that Diſpen 
7 the Law, as a rigorous Covenant of Works, is ſubſervient tt ; ther 
the Goſpel.” Is not this as much as to ſay, the Covenant e ; Law 
Works is ſubſervient to the Covenani of Grace? And ſo if ve 5 = 


are under one, we muſt be under bo at once: ut is not thi p 
a Depth unfathomable? The Covenants ef Works and Grace ut Arg 
direfily oppoßee, yet ghe one it ſubſeuxicas ta the. other! T,, 


* 


Law: is ſubſer vient ta. the Goſpel: 18 true i but that 38 WAN 
ons — — 2 — 
— For if we are Fenants, 1 ma 
rge with Mr. Flawel, * Wecan 5 
in this Life; nor in the World to come can we either 
— Hell; and yet we muſt be fully, juſtified, _— 
« condemned at the ſame Time ; becauſe * the Lenity g 4 
Covenant of Grace, = the Rigour of a Covenant of * 


once. 
I alſo reaſoned an 4 Notion ftom Gel! fi. i 
the iſ reſo added, but not ſet in Oppoſition to hw 0 
' And it was ordained Angels in the Hands * a Mediator ; but 
there is no Mediator in the Covenant of. Noni, yer. 21. & 4 
' Law againft the Promiſe of GOD? GOD. forbid: Buy: 
« the Law Sock given to be a Covenant of Warks, it would have 
been directly guid the Promiſe ;_ver. 24. The Law ut un 
« School-maſter to bring us to CHRIST : But had it been a Coyen 
* nant of Works, it could nat have led ta CuxRIS, but from h 
for then Rig hteouſneſs would have been by the Law, ver. 2; 
and not by CarisT.* Theſe plain A ents Mr, M. coul 
overlook, and yet ſay he refutes me : But are his Arguments: 
Why, he i is farpriz'd that we can't ſee, that the Covenant, 
Works is ſubſervient to the Goſpel. Now who ever came ap 10 
Mr. M's Nation of Mixture in the Covenant ? : 5 
He don't in expreſs Terms fay, as Mr. Cary, that the.godly 
Jews were under a Cavenant of Grace, and the reſt under a Con 
venant of Works ; but he ſays what ſeems to imply ſo much, fos 
when I argue from Paul's circumciſing Timothy, that \Corcwar 
in it's own Nature, did not bind 2 the Law as a Covenant of - 
Works, he calls the Argument T. nk intolerably abſuxd, 'a 
ridiculous : But why all this? He ſays becauſe Circumciſion. 
then abrogated ; = not this imply, Nhat before it was abrogat 
it bound Perſans to the Law as a Covenant of Work: ? And in 
Pag, 40. he ſays, © No more is to be underſtood by the whole 
Nation of the Jews, and their Seed's being in Covenant 
* Believers excepted) than that they were only the Subje&s 0 
rdinances under the former Adminiſtration.” Now if Ci 
tiſion bound to the Law as a Covenant of Yorks all thoſe — 
were the Subjects of it, true Believers excepted, then were the. 
Godly under one Covenant, and the Ungodly under another : For 
the Refutation of this Principle, in it's various Forms, I refer. the 
Reader to Charitablt Plea, pag. 26, 27. I argued that the Sina 
Dilpenſation was not given às a Covenant of Works, thus, '* yiy 
* ther the carnal Jews miſtook the Deſign of Gov in giving the 
Law, or they did not; if they did miſta date it it, then he did notꝭ give 
Dit to be a Covenant of Works ; for this they thaught it to be 
* when they ſought Juſtification by it, Sc. Mr. . 1ays * The 
Argument ſeems to turn out thus, but they did miſtake it, there- 
* fore it was given to-be-a. Covenant: of Grace, and then the Fews 
were in the Right to ſeek 9 by it.” I think the Caſe 


of the Force of an Argument, to undertake the Refiuratin 
„ Woot; for contrary to him my Argument will turn out ng 
Way but thus, id. They who ſought Juſtification by thy 


Eaw,' thought it was d for a Covenant of Works: | By 
they who ſought Juſtification by it miſtook it's Deſign, therefojy 
not given to be a Covenant of Works, 261 1-504 
| T after ſo muck has been ſaid by Mr. AM. concerning Abra. 
bam's Covenant, might it not be expected, that we are informet 
what to Think of it? What kind of Covenant was it? He won't 
allow it {© have been the Covenant of Grace; for good Men, be ay 
were ſaved out of it; He don't ſay it was the Covenant of Works 
gor a meer temporal Covenant; he ſaid either of the latter, 
I was "wr with Arguments; and if the former, he gave up 
his Caufe : Hence he concluded it ſeems, that it was ſafeſt to give 
it 0 Name at all, but and ſtudiouſly 
to avoid giving us any on of it. He once and again owng 
that the Covenant of Grace was revealed to Abraham and David, 
et but ſtill denies that it was adminiſter d by the Ordinances they 
were under: The carngl Zews were only the Subjects of Ordi- 
Fandes, he often tells us, and I want to know what are carnal 
_ more? H nothing more, then I would know whether 
he thinks the Ordinances they now attend, are the Adminiftration 
of the ſame nameleſs Covenant the Fews were under, or a name-, 
els" Covenant of another Sort? And if he cannot give it a Nam, 
bet bim give it a Definition, and tell us what it is, without ſhift- 
7 and quibbling. I heartily wiſh he would deal honeſtly and 
© 3 but in, utmoſt calmneſs I think, he ſculks, and hides 
himſelf among an Heap of ambiguous Phrazes, and Terms which, 
mm his Connexion, ſeem to mean either Nothing or Non-/ſenſe, or 
Hiterodoxy. What can he mean by denying Alrabam's Covenant 
to be the Covenant of Grace; and yet always owning the Cove- 
nant of Grace was revealed to him > I ſee not what elſe he can, 
intend, but that the Covenant of Grace was ſecretly inſpired to 
Riniſelf, but not divulg'd nor diſpens'd by Circumciſion, and the 
other Ordinances, he was under; if he mean this, why don't he 
freely declare it, and juſtify it? What can he mean by. ſaying, 
Fhat no more is meant by the whole Nation of. the. Jews and 
their Seed's being in Covenant, true Believers excepted, but 
that they were only the Subjects of Ordinances under the forme 
„ Adrniniſtration ? But may we enquire. what that Adminiſtration 
[ gid adminiſter ?. Was it an Adminiſtration of the Covenant? If ſo, 
of What Covenant? Was it the Covenant of Grace? No: 
Th he denies: Was it the Covenant of Voris? This he ſome- 
times would ſeem to, infinuate, yet never ventures plainly to aſſert 


only Abraham's Covenant ; 
D ! A 5 


If he fay any of the latter, he's ablig'd to,anſwer my Arguments. 
And now what does the Matter amount. to more than this, the 
Jus and their Seed were in covenant on account of, 232 


. — 
* » * 
2 


St. Was it a meer temporal Covenant ?, This he has nat aſſerted: 


The Queſt 
dbraham's 
Religion 
o Jer. X 

in; an 
ie they | 
hem not; 
Dre Abra 
by as o. 
gion MAY 
does here 
rom the 
prove the 
m inadve 
villing t. 
t is his 


* x We 


| CORE 
ies, of Ordinances. that adminiſter d nothing? Or ſome.up+ 
own Thing? And ſo were in a Covenant which had no ,Name 
or Meaning ; which cannot be explain'd or defin'd. ee. 
Bur ſhould I take Notice of all the vagrant Words and Sens 
"ces in his Book, I might write a Volume in expoling thema 


may mn cimen of es. 
In pag. 39, Mr. M. ſays, I * ſwell and vapour exceedingly, 
ecauſe I challenge them to prove a Repeal of God's gracious 
rant, and demand the Text of Scripture that ſays, Go will 
it now fland to the Charter given to Abraham and his Poſterity,.. 
e wrangles about the State of the Queſtion; and tells us, * It ia 
not whether Goo: will be the Gop of Abraham and his 15 
tual Seed; but whether the carnal Seed of Abraham are vidibly- 
in the Covenant, or Infant's Church-memberſhip at an End i. 
The Queſtion was propoſed without any Ambiguity, viz. Whether 
{brabam's Covenant be repealed ? To this he firſt oppoſes a Child 
Religion : Secondly, it himfelf: He has often referred us 
o Jer. xxxi: 32. and Heb. viii. already; but he has them here 
gain; and lays the Emphaſis of his preſent Argument on tha 
hat they break the Covenant, therefore it is repealed; I regar, 

bem not; ſaith the LORD, he hath made the Firſt Ola, there- 
dre Abraham's Charter is broken by his Poſterity; and thrown, 
by as old Parchment out of Date.” I confeſs a Child in Reli- 
pion may reaſon as well, and explain Scripture as well as Mr. A. 
does here, I heard him uſe the ſame ment at Cape-Mayg 
rom the breaking of the Covenant by Abraham's Polterity, to 
prove the Repeal of it by God himſelf; but as I imagined it was 
in inadvertent Sentence, I did not remark on it before, not being 
willing to make a Man an Offender for a Word; but now 
t is his triumphant Argument, and we muſt conſider it; and it is 

1 Argument that will prove more than Mr. M. himſelf will allow 
of. Here I muſt preſume until the Contrary be told me, that he 
will readily own the Covenant of Grace is adminiſter'd by the 
Sacraments of the New-Teftament ; and conſequently that his Peo- 
ple are under an Adminiftration of ſaid Covenant. I muſt alſo 
preſume, that he only baptizes Perſons upon their profeſſing Faith 
in CxrisT, and engaging to ſerve him: And do they not then 
profeſſedly enter into the 5 xD's Covenant ? And ſure he will not 
ſay, that none of them have ever a&ed contrary to their ſolemn 
Engagements: If then, they have counteracted their Vows, they 
have broken the Covenant, in the ſame Senſe as the Iraelites did of 
old: Is therefore, the Covenant they are now under aboliſh'd, and 
thrown by as a piece of old Parchment out of Date? And muſt ano- 
ther be made eſlentially different from it, which no fallen Mortal can 
Nolate ? If the People's breaking Covenant was à good Topick 
whereby to prove a Repeal formerly, it muſt be ſo all: Thus we 
ſee his Argument graves gube too much, or, elſe mg. 
; He « Cannot ſee how a Covenant is everlaſting, that does 
= Everlaſtingly ſecure all thoſs in it from falling away." I ſuppoſe 


be 
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. . refer him to my Arguments in Char. Pla *4 4 
. which he has not offer'd to refute ; but only 5 ſequently 

e 7. Was the Loxp married to the Jews, or calls oY this 
ſband only on account of the former Adminiſtration * the C 
Onder to anſwer; I muſt ut again; Of what was it the Admini it ay fo 1 
2 Of the Covenant? what Covenant? The Anſwen w aich to 

N e are all Blanks in Mr. M's Book ; ſo that we can learn n0 wires Our 
thing from him, but that the Loxb was married to the Few: of... on Cor 
Account of the Adminiſtration of Nothing; or fomething un Man: 


, Which to us is all one. I fay, the LoRD was 40 
married to the Jer becauſe they were his covenanted People, 
and he their Gop, and the Covenant was diſpenſed to them by 
the former Adminiſtration. 

Mx, M. often requires us to give expreſs Proof, in ſo many 

Words, That Infants are Members in the New-Teftament Church: 
We require an expre/s Repeal as fe Church-memberſhip : Let u 
fee once for all which of e belt Reaſon for our reſpeQive 
Demands. Methinks it is a Self evident Truth, that an Ordinance 
once etyoined by a competent Authority, muſt needs be in Ford 
until it be ed by the ſame Authority : Hence, if Gop or 
dained, that Believer's Infants ſhould be Members of his Church, 
they muſt be Members in it ſtill, unleſs caſt out by himſelf, 
Again, it is evident, that an Ordinance ĩs not repealed, by not 
faying expreſsly, it is confirm'd: Suppoſe, for Illuſtration of 

„that one would tranſgreſs ſome * the Laws made in King 
Willian' s Reign, and word lead, that the Laws he broke art 
repealed, and /aid by as old Pa rchment out. of Date, and there 
fore he ought not to be puniſh'd' for Facts done contrary t0 
them; ; it would of Courſe be demanded how he proves the Re- 

; he anſwers, becauſe they are not expreſsly confirm'd by 25 
iament in this preſent Reign: Would not every one 
ſuch a frivolous Pretence?! Even ſo, tho* there were no new + oh 
preſs Inſtitution for Infant's Church-Memberſhip under the New: 
Teſtament, vet they inuſt be eſteem'd as Members ſtill, unleſs à Re- 
peal of the former Law be reer How utterly unable Mr. . 
is to prove a Repeal of Abraham's Covenant we have ſeen ; yet 
he is obliged to do, or elſe renounce his favourite 6 605 | 

I now come to my Third Aſſertion, viz. That GOD. bs 
#&ually renewed — + phones the ra Appointment, \ _ 
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ö 34 1 | 
4 the Falſity of Mr. 2's Aﬀſertion, that I bring no Scriptur# 
er he Right if Eat ts Pepe: Or that they art wifi | 
„ Crondet Oe 5 (1 ee bets - 0g 
o evince the Confirmation of ſaid Appointment, I firſt re- 
ed to ſeveral Scriptures whereby" I prov'd, '7Hat Abraham's 
mant va, a pure Covenant of Grace; as Devit. 'xxvi, Dent: l 
Nom. iv. 11, and x. 8. Gal. iii. 14, 16, 19, 21. and Hes. 
to which I added Gal 8, where the Apoſtle aſſerts the? 
ſpel was preach'd to Abraham, ſaying, In thee ſhall all. Na- 
; of the Earth be bleſſed? And fince the Goſpel was preath'd 
him, he was certainly under the Covenant of Grace, and 
ſequently his Covenant is confirm'd : In Anſwer to this, Mr. 
fays, this grand Miſtake runs thro' my Performance, vix. 
hat the Covenant of Grace was made with Man; I think he 
ſt fay ſo too, or elſe turn Antinomian, and deny the Neceſſity 
Faith to intereſt us actually in the Covenant: For if "Gow 
guires our Conſent to his 'Terms, and confirms the Covenant 
us on Condition of believing, this is a making the Covenant 
th Man: But it's likely he means, that I look on the Covenant 
be made with Man as the Surety, and Repreſentative of it ; 
at muſt be a Judgement more piercing than I can conceive 
at can find ſuch an Aﬀertion in my Words. Abraham's Cov 
nt was a pure Covenant of Grace; that is, Abraham was the 
blick Head and Surety ꝓf the Covenant of Grace: Won't 
dmmon Senſe tell any ons, that theſe are different Aſſertions | 
t Mr, V. muſt ſay ſomething. | | 1 Wt 
Nixr he fays, Gal. iii. 8. is remote from my Bufineſs 
and only ſerves to make the : unthinking Populace imagine ” 
my Performance is well prov'd.“ The Text proves, that Abraham 
as under the Covenant of Grace, and conſequently his Covenant 
not repealed in Subſtance, but confirm'd to the ſame Subjects 
8 formerly; is not this my preſent Buſineſs to prove? And 
= 4 ] udgement is it, that pronounces this remote from my 
zuſineſs! | | 
I M1cyT here advance many ſcriptural Arguments to proves 
hat the Covenant made with Abraham was the pure Covert of 
race, and ſo neceſſarily confirm'd ; but what need is there, ſeeing}. 
what I have advanced are yet unanſwer'd, and ever will: I in- 
erred, 8 Believer's Infants were once in it, they are in it 
% Mr. M. ſays, this don't follow, becauſe it is confels'd, 
that thoſe who were in covenant may be broken off.” Auf. 
Put is it confeſſed, that the Infants of Church-members may be 
broken off, and yet the Parents continue in memberſhip ? Unleſs 
he had pot this Confeffion, he is but where he was; and this he 
not got from me. Such a mean Evaſion is as good as 8 
Confeſſion, that he cannot anſwer my Argument. 
. He owns Abraham's Blefling is come on Gentile-Believers, but 
lenies that any * of Inkant's Church-memberſhip is meant 
' by ie Aplle? L. hm then e wy Trade for . 
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conrary, Char. Plea, pag. 33, 34. The Bleſling of 4% 
comes on the Gentifes thro' Cnr1sT, and they are Heir: 
* Promiſe made to him, Gal iti. 29. But they are not Hay 
*-his Promiſe, if their Infant-Seed be rejected. What an if 

Expoſition would it be of Gal. iii. 14? The Bleſſing of { 
da is come on, believing Gentiles: Abraham's Bleſling wa 
* himfelf and his Seed ; but it is only come on believing 
© tiles, but not on their Seed. Now, what ſhall the Conch 
be? Why it can be only this; therefore Abraham's Bleſlng 
not come on the Gentiles, but only a Part of it.“ HH oes the A 
M. made the leaſt Attempt, to free his Gloſs from this At 
dity? No: He only wonders at us, that we would prove | 
* fant's Church-memberſhip from this Place, where the Apdl 
* ſpeaks defignedly of the ſpiritual Seed: And I wonder t 
by what Rule we are to judge that this or that particular 
— is not the ſpiritual Seed, ſeeing the Promiſe is indefinite, ye 
Abraham's Seed excluded from the Church, becauſe it could 
be infallibly known which was the ſpiritual Seed? No: He ak 
with what Face I can conclude, that the Gentiles are not Ha 
Jof the Promiſe, if their Infant-Seed be rejected?” I anſyg 
\ becauſe the Promiſe reſpected Abraham's Seed, as well as b 

f, and hence the Gentiles are not Heirs of it, if it reſpe 
only themſelves, but not their Seed: This I can ſpeak with 
ood Face, becauſe it has not been rgfuted by Mr. A and I 
rdly ſay, he has ſo much as offered the Face of an Argume 
againſt it, only bald Aſſertions; and not only bald but wicke 
that * their Infant's Church-memberſhip was an inſipid thing 

| 17 ſo, I aſk, what Evil can there be in Excommunication? Wh 
ſhould one care for being deprived. of an infipid Thing ? Wh 
Advantage then has the Jew? Or what Profit is there of C 
cumcition ? Little every Way : It is no more to be reliſh'd th 
the White of an Egg. Thus our Opponents call for expre 
Scripture, and boldly contradi& it when brought. _ 
Inu next Scripture I advanced to prove the Aſertion » 
Ads, ii. 39. The Promiſe is to you, and to your Children; 4 
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% all that are affar off, even as many as the LORD our GO! Ma. 
Hall call. Wherein I obſerv'd, that the Scope of the Place e © Child: 
to encqurage the Jexws to embrace Chriſtianity ; therefore the * ferred 
are told of bleſſed Priviledges, to which they ſhall be entitle © Reaſo 
upon their Compliance, wiz. Remiſfſion of Sins; | the Gift 5 But wh 
the Holy Ghoſt; and their Children hall be as aforetime, et. Promiſe 
xxx. 20. for the Promiſe is as extenſive as ever: Here Parents their p 


and Children are joined in the ſame Promiſe and Covenant? i other ; 
the Parents repent they ſhall be baptized ; and fince their Chul- they n 
dren are in the ſame Promiſe, they ſhall be baptized too; 4 if he | 
they had the former initiating Seal of the Covenant, wiz. Gr- re, it 
turicifion 3 ſo ſhall they have the latter, viz. Baptiſm : Cun18T yet no 
coming has not . diminiſh'd their Priviledges,nor wa" — norit⸗ 
8 By in: : 5 $1220, a3 
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r of the Church, Ee. Mr. M. ſays, according to my Ex, 
tion the Words muſt be paraphras'd thus, the Promiſe of 
emiſſion of Sins, of the Gift of the Holy Ghoft, and Salva- 
on, is to you Parents on your Repentance, and compliance, 
h the preſent Call, and in ſo doing, your Children are en- 
1 alſo to ' Baptiſm, S C = Per haps his &c contains the reſt, 
ich was not fit to be, expreſs'd, Here he ſuppoſes that 
curtail this Promiſe, and make it leſs to the Children than 
the Parents ; for all, /ays he, that is pleaded for the poor 
hildren is, that they were to be baptiz'd;' On which he aſks, 
Does the Apoſtle make any ſuch Difference? A4n/. No: Nei- 


is AT: io 1; and had it ſuited Mr. M. he might have ſeen, that 
„ look d on Parents and Children to be joined in the ſame 
abc = nant and Promiſe: And can it be thought candid to ſay that 


make the ſame Promiſe not to be the ſame to Parents and 


icular WW1iren ? He objects, if the Children are intereſted in this 
— 1 I Promiſe by virtue of their Parent's Faith, c. then they have 


remiſſion of Sins, the Holy Ghoſt, and Salvation, on Account 
of their Parent's Faith, &c. which is not true:' An/. What 
e ſay, is plain enough, wiz. that Gop has engaged himſelf by. 
romiſe to Believers and their Seed. Hence the Parent's Faith 
the Condition of the Children's Right to the Promiſe ; for h 
red of the Righteous ſhall be bleſſed. This was good Divinity in 
braham's Day, and the Text under Conſideration proves, that 
nd I. was as good in the Apoftle's Day; and why don't Mr. M. 
ue againſt Abrabam's Covenant in the ſame Manner? If 
Haba Seed had an Intereſt in the Promiſe given to him, then 
they had Gop to be their Gop by virtue of Abraham's Faith, 
which is not true; if we believe Mr. A. rather than the Scrip; 
tures, We do not ſay, there is no more neceſſary to obtain Sal» 
tion, but only to be born of believing Parents; for the Blood of 
Cxr1sT, and Sanctification of the Spirit muſt intervene: Bug 
we ſay GOD has declared it to be his Pleaſure, to give Salvation, 
with all it's Pre-requiſites, to Believer's Seed, and who ſhall 
dare to charge Eternal Wiſdom with Fooliſhneſs and impror 
priety ? Or ſay ta abſolute Sovereignty, What doeſt thou? 

Ma. M. urges thus, If Church-memberſhip belong to their 
Children at preſent, and theſe ſpiritual Bleſſings not to be con- 
* ferred on them till afterwards, it would be contrary to my 
* Reaſoning, that the Promiſe is expreſs'd in the Pre/ent Tenſe, 
But why ſo? Is it not an Account of their viſible Right in the 
Promiſe, that they have Right to Church-memberſhip? And ſo 
their preſent Right to the one, proves their preſent Right to the 
other; but I ſuppoſe he means, if they have Right to the Promiſe, 
they muſt at the ſame Time have the actual Efficacy of it: But 
if he has learn'd to diſtinguiſh between jus ad rem, & jus in 
re, it will be clear enough that they may have a preſent Right, 
th yet not the preſent Efficacy: None will ſay, that an Heir in Mi- 

6 nority is not entitled at preſent to an Eſtate, becauſe te has 
F 2a 
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of Believers have a viſible Right iſe,' tho. m 
them may never have the ſaving 1 · 4 The Cove 
Go gives them à Right ;- and ſeeing ſome are ſanctiſted 
the Womb, we may not judge of any particular Infant, jg 
has not already the Bleſſings ſo far as conſiſts with it's prof 
State : But it 1s * to juſtify my reaſoning, that the Prop 


trange do 
zys be D: 
g Agrecm. 
ildren ? 18 
ſelf, and 


ous ? for 


js expreſs'd in the Preſent Tenſe, to have obſerv'd, that Chil d one and 
have a preſent viſible Right in it as well as the Parents; and greement, 
the Parents were baptiz d becauſe the Promiſe belong'd to the this beca 
i alſo the Children, ey were A 

„ Fits next Argument may be gather'd thus, The Go r fill tru 

© an't preach'd to Infants, nor requires Repentance of them be to -/ 
Duty; but Repentance is required in order to Baptiſm; and en it will 

© they cannot repent, they can't be baptiz'd, unleſs we read leſs they 

_ - © Scriptures backward, be baptiz d and repent.” Auf. This M the Se 
Fument is to be ſpoken to afterwards in courſe: I ſhall a ſo; and 


obſerve here, that it would have done equal Execution ama ill have, 
Abraham's Infants, who were as incapable to believe and rep ovenant \ 
gs ours; yet they received the Seal of the Righteouſneſs of Fan not to 
We are not to read the Scripture backward, for we grant s not 
adult Perſons muſt repent before Baptiſm : Nor ſhall we nent. B 
to Scripture, and ſay, the Promiſe is not to the Child not Old 7 
of ſuch as believe and are baptized, when it plainly is: Mü tand it 
every Thing that js required of grown Perſons, be required off Mx. M, 
Infants ? Then they muſt ſtarve or work, for be who «will A kauſe of 
Work, neither ſhould he Eat, 2 The. ili. 10. © morant of 
I 8uUPPosE he thinks it much to his Purpoſe to obſerve, he ar 
that it is certain a Promiſe can never make it a Duty which i 4 _ 

TOINUE | 
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not diſtinguiſh between Promiſes and Commands.“ Indeed! 
think it's as good to lump Things, as to diſtinguiſh without 4 
a ce: For can it be imagm'd, that Gop makes Promiſn 
for doing what he has not commanded } This Mr. M. mutt “wer of 
affert, or ele leave off ſuch Diſtinguiſhing, '* 1 | this Pr 
Mr reaſonings againſt confining the Promiſe here to miracu- e Prom 
Tous Gifts Mr. M. allows of; hut he's not ſo well agreed, that 
this Promiſe is like 4braham's. I deſir d them to be opal 
that their Agreement may be ſeen ; the Promi/e is to you and to your 
Children, I will be a God te thee, and to thy Seed after thee, 
Compare herewith the Scriptures I quoted to prove my firſt 
aſſertion. Tis juſt Oli Teſtament Language, which the Jew, 
who were uſed with it, could underſtand no otherways than we 
do. Mr. M. cannot behold this Agreement: Unleſs, 1. All 
© Abraham's fleſhly Seed were partakers of Remiſſion of Sins, 
and the Gift of the Holy Ghoſt :. Or, 2. Unleſs the Promiſe * 
here is not the ſame to the Children, as to the Parents“ Well 5 
if theſe things were ſo, he could own the Agreement between 
Abraham's Covenant, and this Promiſe ;-- but the Reaſon why, is 
| "Ie Bb as 


at 


"RRP. 
trange to me, as if he would ſay;' he could 
ys be Day, if the Sun did not ſhine ; for how 
e Agreement, if the Promiſe be not the fame to 
ildren ? is it becauſe Abrabam's Promife was not the fame 9 
ſelf, and Seed? is it poſſible to contrive any thing more Ri 
ous? for what can be plainer than that Abrabam ard his 
one and the fame Promiſe and Covenant? or, he could fee the” 
greement, if all Abraham's fleſhly Seed were truly Gracious?® 
this becauſe Abraham's Promiſe was not to his "Seed, unlet(y' 
ey were all Gracious ? if the Promiſe takes hold of ſore, is it 
ot ſtill true, tho? all have not the Efficacy of it? but if it could 


jt be to Abrabam's Seed, unleſs they were all truly Gracious, 

; and en it will follow, that the Word of God has taken none effect, 

ead th eſs they be all ae! that are of J/-az/ ; then it will follow, 
"his oat the Seed of the Righteous an't Bleſſed, unleſs all of hem 

n ſo; and many more expreſs Contradictions to Scripture we 


ill have, at this rate; if Mr. M. will ſhew, that 46r7ab4a8's 
ovenant was not the ſame to Himſelf and Seed; or that it 
as not to his Seed, unleſs they were all Gracious ; then I will own 
was not like this Promiſe ; and ſo will be contrary to my Op- 
pnent. But he has made no Attempt to ſhew, that this Promiſe 
not Ola Teftament Language; nor yet, how the Jews could un- 
rand it otherwiſe than we do. *: hy 

Ms. J. quits the Old refuge of the Anabaprifts, that the laſt 
lauſe of the verſe is a Limitation of the former: And ſays I'm 
morant of their Main ſtrength when I ſay it conſiſts herein: And 
zus he argues, * if theſe Children were in Covenant by virtu& 
of this Promiſe, ſo alſo were the unconverted Gentiles ; for the 


do nd Promiſe runs exactly the ſame to them in the Preſent - Tenſe 
deed s to the Children, wiz. 1. The Promiſe is to you. 2. Is to 


your Children. 3. Is to them affar off. But if the unconverte@. 
Gentiles were not, neither were Infants.” He may with equal 
ower of _— ſay, if the unconverted Genti/es had no right 
d this Promiſe, neither had the Parents: For, according to bim, 
e Promiſe runs exactly the ſame in the Preſent Tenſe to the 
entiles, as to the Parents. Thus he has found out a way to 


pether, e, that the Promiſe was at preſent, either to all, or to non 
to your r . And if this be no abſurdity, 1 know not when we ſhall 
„ the, d one. Yet he muſt either aſſert this, or elſe own that the 
y firſt omiſe does not run exactly in the Preſent Tenſe to theſe Gems 
Jews, , which he is unwilling to do; but let him take his Choice, 
an we Ind Anſwer for it. Hence appears, with how little Reafon he 
1. All inks it, Odd, I ſhould pretend to underſtand Grammar, and 
Sinz, yet be guilty of ſuch a — Blunder as to ſay, the 


romiſe Apoltle ſpeaking to the Fews, ſpeaks in the Preſent Tenſe; 
Well . ſpeaking of the Galle uſes the Future Tenſe. For, ſayy 
tween » the Apoſtle don't ſay, it ſhall' be to the Gentiles, any more 
: ! au it ſhall be to the Children. And if I change the Verb un- 
critood in the laſt Clauſe, he aſks why he may not do it 


"bee C 3% ) * 
in the firſt ;- and ſo read, the Promiſe ſhall be to your Chil 
But to ſet Mr. F. right, he informs him, that it is not th 
© Promiſe which is expreſs'd in the Future, but only the Wok 
Jof -Gop in Calling the Gentiles.” For ought he has ſaid u 
ſhame me, I may yet make an Humble claim to the under 
ſanding of Grammar. It is not the Promiſe, he ſays, but thy 
Work of Gov, which js expreſs'd in the Future: But will le 
ay that the Promiſe js to thoſe who are not Converted ? this he 
Profeſſes every where to deny. Is it not then a plain Contr, 
Uiction, to ſay, the Promiſe is at preſent to thoſe who are ng 
Called, and yet it is only to Called ones? Now let him ty 
whether he can avoid, either to ſay, the laſt Clauſe of the vert 
Limits the former; or elſe to own, that my Conſtruction is ju 
and Grammatical ; or laſtly ſay, that the unconverted Gentily 
had a Right in the Promiſe. | 

AnoTHER principal Attempt is to ſhew, that by Childra 
here, is not meant Infants, but grown Perſons. And unfair 
inſinuates, that I reſtrict the Word zechnois to mean only an In 
fant ; whereas I mention'd the Word only to ſhew that it ca 
fignify an Infant; and that the contrary cannot be conclude 
from it's meaning. He ſays, © theſe who are here call'd Chil 
* dren, are call'd Sons and Daughters in ver. 17. Who wet 
8 * to ſuch Maturity as to receive the Holy Ghol 
* by the hearing of Faith” But who told him that th 


aleſs he 
em wit 
aſe of g 
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ſame are ſpoken in both Places? Can he, or any, rational c Aber 
conclude, that the Hundred and Twenty Diſciples were ſuck, _ 34 
as are peculiarly diſtinguiſh'd from Parents, by being ca Tue mai 
Children? We are ſure of the contrary, that ſome of then, ts Jas 
at leaſt, were Parents themſelves. Grant that the Holy Gh d 
came on thoſe who were grown Perſons; does that, in tht — 4 
leaſt, oppoſe our arguing, that the Children of the ſame Perſor M. * 
were in the Covenant too? Surely no. If the Promiſe was . 3 
the Children of the Multitude to whom Peter ſpoke, can we thin. hat G 
the Children of thoſe mention'd in ver. 17 are excluded? Ha wich th 
they not an equal Priviledge with the reſt? Grant that ha... Inf, 
ing the Word is the ſtated Order of Gop, whereby gros id Prom 
Perſons receive the Holy Ghoſt ; yet this oppoſes not our ſaf way Inf; 
ing, that the Promiſe is to the Children of thoſe who receiii hope is 0 
the Holy Ghoſt by hearing the Word. Well, ſince theſe O Groun dir 
jections do not overthrow our Aſſertion; I ſhall proceed to prop, 
and hope to do it unanſwerably, that Infants are meant in this Te „hom w. 
1. Ir grown Perſons, capable of hearing the Word, be mea co. ding 
why does the Apoſtle change the Perſons? They were gra Salvation 
Perſons he ſpoke to; that is granted; but who are the Perlo! upon, if 
he ſpoke of? He calls them Children: If they were gro ve have 
capable of hearing, why does he not ſpeak to them? Why" eort ove 
ſay, the Promiſe is to you Parents, and you Children; and "il qo, ., 
make them a different Diviſion by themſelves? Having 1 « hy 
the Promife is to you; why ſhould he ſay, and your ( 237 the Goſpe 


| ( 29 ) / 

nleſs he meant their Infants? But ſeeing the Apoſtle joins 
em with their Parents in the Promiſe, as it does not ſuit the 
aſe of grown Perſons, ſo it certainly proves their Infant Seed. 
o be here intended, The Fes and their Seed, make one Part, 
he Gentiles another. Fews and Gentiles comprehend all ſorts of 
lankind; and are Children a diſtinct World by themſelves? No. 
Ina Word, he who denies Infants to be here meant, does, in effect, 
, that the Apoſtle's Words are contrary to the univerſal forms 
f ſpeaking among Men, and ſo are unintelligible. 
2. Tut Apoftle's deſign in tbe Words, was to encourage 
the Jews to embrace Chriſtianity. Now what for Encourage- 
ment was it, to tell them, that their Children, who had ſo. 
long enjoy'd the Priviledge of Church-memberſhip, were Un- 
chuech'd under the Goſpel Diſpenſation, and caſt out of the 
Covenant until Adult age? Could any thing be more Diſ- 
* courageing to affectionate Parents, and eſpecially to Jeton 
* who were ſo fond. of their Church-priviledges ? And can we. 
imagine, that a Perſon who had the. Regular exerciſe of Reaſon, 
much leſs one inſpir'd, would propoſe that for an Encourage- 
* ment ? Which was both in idelF, and in their eſteem, a great 
© Diſcouragement ? It can never be; therefore their b 
* are here intended” Theſe Things Mr. M. did not pretend to 
Anſwer, yet his Book muſt be call d a refutation of mine. 

3. Tuis Promiſe is the ſame in Subſtance with Abraham's 
Covenant, But his Covenant comprehended his Infant Seed ; 
therefore the Infants of Believers are intended in this Promiſe. 
The major Propoſition is already juſtify'd againſt Mr. M's. ex- 
ceptions ; the Minor is undeniable ; therefore the Argument ſtands 
good. I might add more Arguments here, but what need ia 
there, while theſe are unanſwer'd, and I believe ever will. 

Mr. M. ſays we have no room to Cavil, that they utterly 
* caſt away Infants. — Becauſe, ſays he, we an't Speaking... of 
what Gop does with Infants, but of his Order in the Goſpel 
* with the Adult.” Au. Is it not ſpeaking of what Gov does 
with Infants, to ſay that he caſts them all out of the Covenant” 
and Promiſe ? If this gives no room to accuſe them of caſting 
way Infants, it will be impoſſible to find what will. Pray, what 
hope is there for thoſe for whom there is no Promiſe ? What 
Ground is there to pray for a dying Infant? May we pray without 
« Promiſe? Is there any Ground to hope well of thoſe for 
Whom we have no Ground to pray? It the Azabaptiſts AR 
«cording to their Principle, they never plead with Gap for tha 
Salvation of a dying Child; for they have nothing to plead up- 
upon, if Gop has given them no Promiſe, But * to God, 
we have Encouragement from this Text, unleſs Mr. As. laſt 
eftort overthrow it. He argues from the Context 41. 42. verſes, 
Then they that gladly received the Word were Baptized, Ic. Here, 
Bat he, is no mention of any Baptiz'd, but thoſe who received 

$Golpel gladly, Not a Word of any Lafant Baptia d Hereon 
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e? leſs; for the Promiſe is mention'd as 4 

8 of th eir Encoutagement | to be Baptiz d. Now I vers Ch: 
_—_ * Infants had à right to the Promiſe; thence he Arab 
ey had a "nt to Baptiſm, as well as their Parent, 


_ 15 aur . ” Bog ſcure. 7 Leek . M. . parent 
i it a ut him e Succeſs o f 5 
r fo; which he has not try'd as yet; 20 leaſt he has 10 * 
| Know it.——He need not prove to us, that they who gladly vWF 
| ceived the Goſpel were Baptiz'd ; but that no Infants were Bap have a 
| ez'd tho' they were in the fame Covenant. And fo he muß 
| Either overthrow my Proofs, that Infants were in the ſame Pro ic he tl 
E nth” their Parents; Or ſhew, that being in the Promiſe — A Conclul 
ves no Title to Ordinances. This latter he muſt 
rguments, than telling us that Lor would have ni 
Circumcis'd. For where he got that Revelation I Kno 
t J judge it needs the Confirmation of new Miracles.” put is 
Thus have I Fonfider'd Mr. M's. exceptions againſt my - expoſi 
Bon” of this Place; and am fo confirm'd, that I can ſtill © as ſoon 
© turn Sceptitk,— as conclude that this Text can admit a contrary 
meaning to what J have affign'd.* And this one Scripture, were 
cherte no more, is enou ugh for our Purpoſe. I grant to Mr. M. that 
firopg Confidence * not prove my Gloſs to be True: But 
Arguments, which m ents cannot Anfwer, give Ground 
22 pee, that my Cant Ox Upon the hol 1 may 
be quite ut the Abſurdities e pretends to i6 che 6 n my 
= Expoſition fe for they are entirely Evaded. And heir * all 
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our, Arguments from this Text be overthrown.” Let the Reader Nor does 
Holy” A 

Kur ad vanc'd that clear and unanſwerable' Place in Rom. * Poit 
Xi. For if the' Firſt-fruit be _ „ the Lump is alli WW Noot c 
Hob: * if the Root be Holy, fo are the Branches. And "= dn could | 
225 of © the Branches were broken off, 47 thou being dd Jacob k 
* were grafted in among them; and with ther varta ere freder 
rofl er and Fatnefs of the Olive-tree. I obſery' &. that the now, tha 

© uſes this as an Argument to prove] that the un ſhall is Privile 

2 * in bro't into the Church with the le of the Gen" ba, E. 

| 0 the por why ? The Root and firſt- fruits Were Holy, and fo ard et conve) 
the Branches and Lump, as the Dedication of the Firſt- fruits con- Nnceſtors 
© ſecrated the whole Lump; even ſo, the Children of the Holy e Root 
are Holy.” Mr. M. after ſome of his uſual Compliments, ob! very Bra 
ferves, that the Words are Metaphorical; and * n ney erive ju 
to be ſtrain'd to roms Infants right to Baptiſm nmediate 


fight very weak. I hope it wil ae ; that/ tan 


ine is deſign'd to be illuſtrated by theſe Words; bes 


it will be difficult to make the Similitude pertinent” to any 
but the Doctrine we maintain. And it ſeems my Opponent 
afibly perplex d by this Place, when all his Force conſiſts. 
oging the Queſtion, wiz. That this Doctrine M not reveal d 
where in Scripture. And ſhould I grant him this, it will not 
our Cauſe, if I make it manifeſt, that it 15 reveal'd here, 
1 oBserv*'D, that © here is aſſerted the federal Holineſs of 
lievers Children. IF the Root be Holy /o are the Branches. 
he Anabaptiſis are puzzeled about this Holineſs ; and ſome: © 
mot, others, perhaps, will not underſtand it, but aſk us if 
e Parent can convey ſaving Grace to the Child.“ Mr. A. 
res me © he is not puzzeled to underſtand what federal Holi-, 
is“ Yet he was the Man who gave occaſion to my Words z. 
n at Cape-May, he induſtriouſſy prov'd that a good Man, 
ht have a wicked Child; and ſeem'd to think he had refu- 
our Doctrine of the federal Holineſs of Believers Infants. 
1 if he then could underſtand it, he gives me Room for no 
er Concluſion, but that he would not. But this he alſo now 
ies, and will own no other obſtinacy, only * that they. 
not take our aſſertions for Proof, without Scripture- Teſti- 
ny.” If this be all, I muſt reckon their obſtinacy very laud- 
e But is it this pious firmneſs that obiges h'm to paſs over. 
ſtrongeſt of his Opponents Arguments, without an Attempt, 
Anſwer them? Is it a devotedneſs to * that makes 
n elude the plaineſt Arguments from it ? Is it an impartial 
rch after Truth, that urges him to ſhift the Queſtion and fo. 
en pervert the State of it ? No. 1232 
I a next to conſider his Grounds for that vaſt confidence, 
ptofeſſes, that faderal Holineſs is not intended in this Place, 
r in all the New-Teftament. * Every believing Parent is not a 
Root to his Family as Abraham was to his. The Fewvs are call d 
but Branches, and the Gentiles ſure cannot be call'd the Root. 
lor does the Apoſtle, aſſert, that their off-ſpring are federally, 
Holy” Anſ. If this Argument prove any thing pertaining to the, 
ſent Point, it will prove too too much. For if none Pat the 
t Root could convey federal Holineſs, none of the Jeiſb Na- 
dn could be f-derally Holy, but only Iſaac. If Abraham, Jaac, 
d Jacob be reckon'd the Root, then only the tavelve Patriarch 
ere federally Holy: But this cannot be held; therefore it muſt 
Mlow, that every Generation of Abraham's poſterity convey'd . 
us Priviledge to their next Deſcendants. David, Solomon, He- 
ar, fc. were no more the Root than NewsTe/flament Believers, 
et convey'd the ſame Priviledges to their Off-ſpring which their 
iceſtors convey'd to them. It is eaſy to conceive, that as 
e Root has Branches, ſo there are Branches of Branches; and 
very Branch has ſome Twigs, or Buds; and tho” all of them 
erive juice from the firſt Root, yet every Branch is the next 
" iediate Root to the Twigs upon it. And: ſo they who are 
1 Branchen 
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. Gentiles : For the Covenant is the ſame; and Abraham ih 


- © ſame Priviledges from which the unbelieving Jews were bro 


Church as it ſtood under the Law; and the Text don't aſl 


c 
c 


Branches in reference. to their Parents, are Roots in ref 

their Children. Now ſince the Seed of Abraham, in fat 
nerations, convey'd this Priviledge to their Children, if Bel 

Gentiles are his Seed, they convey the ſame to theirs ; but 
are his Seed, and ſo are Branches, and partake of the Pata 
the Olive-tree with him: For it will not be deny'd, that ingrf 
Branches receive as much from the Root as the natural Brag 
do. Hence it will follow, in ſpite of Error itſelf, that if| 
Jewiſb Infants were fzderally Holy, ſo are the Infants of Beliej 


* of Chriſtians as well as Jews. Agreeable hereto 1; 
erv* G | { 4 
2. That the Text aſſerts believing Gentiles were made 
© takers of the ſame Priviledges that Mrabam and his Seed 
took of. Thou being a wild Olive-tree, wert grafted in 
"them, and with them artakeft of the Root and Fatneſs of | 
© Olive-tree. Some of the Jeaus were broken off by unbelief, 
in their ſtead the Believing Gentiles were grafted in. Some 
the Jews embrac'd the Goſpel, and ſo kept their place int 
Church, and the Believing Genti/es were grafted in among the 
Here this one Thing is plain beyond Diſpute, viz. That t 


© off, the ſame were the believing Gentiles grafted into: In ſhi 
the Grafting in, is juſt anſwerable to the Breaking off, Nt * 
none could > broken off from true inherent Holineſs, nor mut _ 
Election, nor from the inviſible Church ;------The Breaking il | AAr Ch 
' © was viſible, ſo muſt the Ingrafture be; the Breaking off » 33 
from the viſible Church, therefore into it was the Grafting i 4 | 
* the. Breaking off reach'd Parents and Children, and ſo mult th A xv 
© Grafting in.” If Mr. M's Anſwer to theſe Arguments be e q * 
very ſtrong, it is not for want of frequent Repetitions, as folloꝶ 


Pag. 50, 53. The Gentiles were not ingrafted into the Jeu in the 


heſe Thin 
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© that the Je Church- State continued under the Goſpel-Di ſerent 3 
temp Baptiſm did not initiate Perſons into the Jewik « ue 
baue into the Goſpel- Church: What runs in his Mind is the Jeu 2 9" 
national Church; but the Gentiles were not grafted into that. we Rl 
Behold the Grounds of that Confidence which he can hardly find we ;, 5 
Words big enough to expreſs! Are not theſe like the Words 08 1 xn 
one who would ſay ſomething, but knows not what? We will vr} 
readily grant him, That Chriſtians are not grafted into the Few? Bi | Helin 
Church, as it ſtood under the Law; and what then? Will it fol 10 | 
low, that the Grafting in of the Gentiles, is not anſwerable to thc 3 
Breaking off of the Jenes? Or, that Abraham is no Preſident o erna t 
our Priviledges, but we "muſt ſeek for another Father? Will E dena 
follow, that the Gentiles were not grafted in among the believing, tc 
Jews ; 1 of the Fatneſs that Abraham's Seed partook 


of? Alas! Io what will not Error drive it's Proſelytes? How ſad larrow 


his Ordir 


and grievous is it, that Men wil jabs for Words of 9 arnefily 


wud i. LT Lu 
: 


43 19 | 
leny the ſtrongeſt Conſequences, and yet reſiſt plain Scripture: 

i it oppoſes their Notion? I humbly conceive, Mr. M. gives 
| Grounds to ſuſpect, that he does not believe the 7ewifb 
rh was the ſame in Subſtance with the Chri/tian : For how 
can he imagine, that his Obſervations are ſo much as like an 
yer to my Arguments? And in this view alſo he contradicts 
Text now debated, which proves the ſameneſs of the Church: 
both Teſtaments; of which I have ſpoken already. 

ur tho' the Gentiles were grafted in among the Fewvs, it will: 
rrofit me, becaufe Mr. M. ſays, I have not proven, that tho 
gib Infants were admitted into the New-Tefament Church.“ 

; hard to give Light to thoſe who ſhut their Eyes; I offered. 

n Evidence for this, in Pag- 47.44 The Breaking off reach d 
xrents and Children, and ſo muſt the Grafting in, the believing 

Lv; were not broken off, and conſequently were continued in 

ge Poſſeſſion of their former Priviledges, which extended alſo 

their Children: The believing Gentiles partake of the Fatneſa 

e in f the ſame Olive-Tree, and conſequently their Children are not 
xcluded, c. Theſe are clear Arguments, founded on this 


ng the 

hit ent Truth, That the Grafting in anſwers to the Breaking off ; 

e bro ſurely it djd not ſyit Mr, M. to ſee them. And ſeeing he has not 
In H chd my main Strength, how reaſonleſs are his confident 

„ NMertions, that Infant's Chutch-memberſhip is an © Aﬀertion with- 


10r ut Proof; not worth any one's Notice or Regard.” 


king MJ 1 #47 he may entirely baniſh federal Holineſs from the News+ 
of win: Church, or for other Ends known to himſelf, he ob- 
ting ves, that * The 7ewws ſtood not by federal Holineſi, as under 

be Law, but by Faith in CnaisT.* Theſe Words expreſs, and 


ply the following Aſſertions, 1ſt, That the Jews under the 
aw, Rood by fraeral Holineſs, 2d, That they kept their Stand- 
g in the Church (ſach as it was) without Faith in the Meſſfab. 
| heſe Things make the Fewwi/> and Chriftian Churches eſſentially 
el-DilW@fcrent ; but that is not all, they are directly contradictory to 
e Scriptures of both Teſtaments, Exod. xii. 15. The Man who 
us leavened Bread, from the Firſt till the Seventh Day, ſhall 
cut off from Iſrael, tho* he was fœderally Holy. Cap. xxu, 


ly f He tbat Sacrificeth unto any God, ſave unto the LORD only; 
rds d be utterly deſtroyed; yet he was fœderally Holy: See alſo 
e wil . xxii. 20, 21. But inſtead of three, I might quote three 
rao; undred Texts, to prove that the Fews ſtood no more by de- 


«/ Holineſs, and without Faith in the Me/#ab, than Chriftiang 
0. ; 
ent off In the next Place, he ſeems deſirous to diminiſh the Eſteem of 


Vin erna! Ordinances; and queries, what Fatneſs is there in ex- 
erung ernal Priviledges ſimply confider'd?* Au. Their Hearts have 
rtook N ealon to meditate Terror, who never find their Souls filled with \ » 
u bed and Fatnſs, while they wait upon God in the Way of 


his Ordinances, Shall we ſay, David over did the Matter in ſo 
amelily defiring the Priviledges of Goo's Houle, in Ey. Ixxxiv. 
"I II * 2 as Ixili. 


— 


wii vil. and other-Places ?- Or ſhall we ſay, chat Oh 


Infants; and the Apoſtle tells us that was much every Way; 


Df the Church, to which they have no Right, if they are wi 


to have ſome comfortable Hope of their Children's Salvatia 


and make them wonder at the Riches of Grace to themſelves, a 


\ 2 


44 ) 


to Gop's Order is a MighTY NoTHING? God forbid!- 

Ma. M. can ſee no Good in baptizing Iufants,; and think 
zzle. me by aſking * What Fatneſs is there in Baptilm fg 
ts?” Anſ. As much as there was in Circumciſian for the 


tho': they know it not, while Infants, it is enough that they f 


know it afterwards: There was much Grace in Cysrsx's of the vi 
ning Peter's Feet, tho' he knew not what it meant at the 1 and man) 
- and muſt content himſelf to kngav it hereafter, John xiii., y, i they Who 
not good for Infants to belong to Gon? And to be daimef ke L omi 
him, as in Ext. xvi. 21? Is it not good for them, chat they but it ſeen 
prevented with Promiſes of Mercy, eyen beforg they know Word Holy 

to be thankful, or what to be thankful for? Is it not good, ta H bn, or 
ſuch powerful Motives, and peculiar Engagements, tq forſake i $an2u2r, * 
The Lord had a Delight in your Fe tA he * choſe No. Perl 
#heir Seed---Therefore circumciſe the Fore: ſhin. of your Hearts, h immediate 
X. 16, 16. Is it not good for them, to have the Watch, and ately ſepar 


Is it not good that Gos ſhould manifeſt the Riches of -his Gn 
and get Glory to his Name? And will it nat ſtir up pious & 
to bleſs him, when they conſider, that they were: caſt ue 
om the Womb ; and he was their GOD from their Mother's Br 
1. xxii 10. And is it not as Marrow and Fatneſs to pious Pate 


This they cannot have, $f their Children be out of the Covern 
and no Promiſe for them; but ſuch Promiſes rejoice their Hen 


Seed: Thus 4orahem, having heard the Covenant to him, and! 
Seed after him, ell dewn wfou his Face, and proſtrate, adon 
Gop: Yea, how often do we hear the Saints praiſe Gop: for! 
Mercy to their Poſterity? And how often do Children encoura 
their Faith in Prayer from Goo's Cavenant with their Father 
As Exod. xxxii. 13. Deut. ix. 27, Pſa, Ixxxix. 49. I m. 
Juſt add, that the Parents are under more ſweet and peculiar B 


they ſho 
Reaſon | 
always | 
holy, th 
for out 
Gop h: 
formerly 


gagements to bring up their Children for Gop, becauſe they mercifu 
Jong to him. I might ſay mych more, but theſe Confideratio Mx. 
may ſuffice to ſhew, that there is much Profit, every Way, « of the 
Infant-Papti/m, as weil as of Infant-Circumciſion. 1 5 tells us 


Arz Mr. N. has finiſhed his Anſwer to me, he begins . viz. © 
tell us the Apoſtle's Scope, and ſays, It is to ſhew- the. ſpeci amor 
benefits Believers, Jeaus, and Gentiles do enjoy under the Go * with 
© pel:” Whereas tis plain, that his Scope is, to ſhew the aitcr * riag 


calling of the ears, and prevent the Gentiles from inſulting,” : „ ſo t 
ſecurity. Another of Mr. 4's Concluſions, is, * That the New fine 
* Teftament Church is made up of profeſſing Believers only: Ti ſanctif 
may be call'd his General Conclufion, which, he collects on ev * riag 
Occaſion, and on no Occaſion at all; and *tis a very ſtrange ons « fal 

grants 


from a Text that proves the ſameneſs of the Chuzzh. wnder hol 
- - - Teitamend 


Feltaments, and conſequently, that the one ns. no more mad v 
F proſeſſing Believers ouly, than the other. 
Tus third Scripture I advanced is 1 Cor. vii. 14. Feng nur 
l leving Huſband is ſanttified by the Wife 3) and ibe unbelieu 
e is ſanttified by the Huſband ; elje were your Children. unclean, 
but now they are Holy, Here I obſeryed, That Unclean, 
* uſual yr ng Chatadter of thoſe, who live without the, P 4 
* of the viſible Church; which is plain from 44s x. 1% i. 
and many other Places, eſpecially in the\O/d-Teflament 3... 
they who are Church- Members are called Holy.” For Brenity ) 
fake I omitted a more particular Diſcuſion of the Terms; before 3 
but it ſeems needful to be more full; I therefore add, that the 
Word Holy, in Scripture, always denotes the Separation of a Per- 
ſon, or Thing, to Gap. Hence is the well known Maxim, Ona 
Sanur, off Deo Sandtum: Whatever is Holy, is Holy to Gop. 
Now Perſons or Things are holy, or ſeperated to Gon, either 
immediately or ſecondarily : Believers and their Seed are immedi- 
ately ſeparated to him, And when ſomething is ſeparated for A 
Peclon's Uſe, who is. himſelf ſeparated to Gop, and wall ule- it 
for him, and ſanctify the Fruit of it to him; ſuch a Thing js 
ſeparated to Go in a ſecondary Way. So our Meat, and Dank; 
and common Enjoyments are ſanQtity'd to us, becauſe we are ta 
uſe them all to the Glory of Gop: And in this Senſe, the unbe- 
lieving Huſband or Wife, is ſanctiſed to the Believer, who is 
holy to Gob, and will uſe the other . his Glory: So the Tem- 
ple with its Utenſils, was holy becaulfe uſed in his Service. Now, 


4 are conſtantly taken in this Senſe in 


lince Holy and og 6 
e convincing Reaſon, h 


Scripture, we rightly mand ſome * 
rwiſe: But as no 


ey ſhould here be underſtood © 
Reaſoa can be given for this, we rightly argue ;----fince Holy 
always means a Separation to Gop, and Believer's Infants arg 
holy, they are therefore to he eſteemed as Members of his Church. 
for out of it no ing is holy. And how can we think, that 
Cob has given up his Right in his People's Offepring | He uſed 
formerly to call them his Children, Exch, xvi. 21. And is he leſy 
merciful and kind than he was? Or leſs ſovereign? No, no. 
Ma. M. without denying, much leſs refuting, my Explication 
of the Words, proceeds to oppoſe my Argument from them, and 
tells us what was probably the riſe of the Corinthian's Scruple, 
viz, From the Conſideration of Gop's former Appointment 
among the Jews, they thought themſelves polluted by dwelling 
with {rfidels ; and fo their Queſtion was Whether their Mar- 
5 nage was not diſſolv'd upon one's embracing C5» i/tiapity, and 
i ſo their Cohabitation unlawful ; and their Children 2ten 
ſince their diverſity in Religion, Baſtards.“ The Unbeliever is 
lanctified by the Believer, 7. e. /ays he, made lawful, the Mar- 
Lage is not diſanull'd, your Children holy, i. e. born in law- 
ful Wedlock, or Legitimate.” Here obſerve, that Mr. M. 
grants their Marriage Was lawful, while. both were ade 0 
f 3 O, 


\ 


* 


er their living in 4 Married State was Fornication, and the 
hildren begotten in that State Baſtards; then I will aſſert they 
ere mad, and had not the Exerciſe of Reaſon ; but if they knew 
t their Co-habitation was not Adultery ; tho' they might dou 

hether it might be ſanctified. If 'a ſober Chriſtias married a 


n dagen, I might ſay he finn'd in ſo doing, but not that he is 
uilty of Fornication : In ſhort if our Opponent's Gloſs be true, 
T e Apoſtle don't reſolve their Scruple, they queried whether their 
tified u entinued Cohabitation was. ſinful, he anſwers, it is not Fornica- 
ge, en; but they might urge, tho? it be nor Fornication, may it nor 
brite icreligious and diſpleaſing to Gop ? May it not provoke him to 
m N ch-hold his Bleſſing from us? And ſhall not our Children be 
greats eckoned unclean, and excluded from the Church? Can we ex- 
awful ea the Priviledges of thoſe who are married to Believers? Mr. 
diving . Gloſs affords no Anſwer to theſe Queries, but the Apoſtle's 


ords anſwer them fully, Hence he may ſee, that his Reaſon- 
ings from ſuppoſed Conceſſion are all cut off, wiz. Seeing 

it was lawful for ſuch to dwell together as Huſband and Wife, 
# what can follow, but that the Children are legitimate? And if 


ubt, whether they were really yoked. If they N whes 0 


at their Children were not Baſtards, they muſt alſo have 1 8 


f 


* unlawful, what could follow, but that their Children are 
e Text Baſtards ?? Au. If their Cohabitation was not only lawful, but 
tards,) W:ntifed; then it will follow, that their Children were not only 
urable A legitimate, but holy, in the Scripture Senſe of the Word: But if 
'eſtion it was only unlawful, as being irreligious, and not as fornicatory, 
'er to then it will follow, not that their Children were Baſtards, bur 


. 


that they were not holy, | 

Mz, M. queries Why I ſay the Word here, is the ſame the 
Apoſtles uſe in their Epiſtles to the Churches, ſeeing thoſe 
Epitles were not ſent to Infants.” Anſ. The Churches are called 


the Members: but with him this is * vain and abſurd ; for, ſays be, 
oly: are Infants ſaid to be called of Goo? Is their Faith, Love, Pa- 
V. to tience, Hope, and Goſpel- Obedience manifeſt and commended !?“ 
1 An/. No; nor were the Infants in Abraham's Family ſaid to be 
ame juſtified by Works, nor to command their Houfhblds after them 
„ n to ſerve the Lo xD, therefore they were not holy to God, nor 
_ Members of his Church; this Argument is as good as Mr. M's. 


ſands what fzectral Holineſs is? It muſt either be that he cannot, 


ere or will not know it. 

th Bur he can, and will, give us hard Names, and ſay, * "Tis 
hat impertinent to ak, why the Apoſtle may not be ſaid to write td 
to thoſe in Rome, &c. Who were not Baſtards, as to underſtand holy 
eir to be legitimate in this Place: The Caſes he thinks are different, | 
nd and tho he underſtands holy to be legitimate here, it will not 
d- follow, that he muſt ſo „ it every where.“ Anſ, This 


Word Holy is uſed ſeveral hundred Times in Scripture, in our 
| | . | . 1 : web ar - Son! i 
* 4 0 1 


Does he not prove, by the above Queries, how well he under- 


holy, and Infants are called holy, therefore Infants are Church⸗ 


l a 22 
. 4 Y 4 
\ 


= * ' , ” , 
thi 554 no where bebdes is aed to ggf, legitimate the 
Ke 5 ſhould 9 W weighty Reaſons why it muſt be take pbers of 
{ re; but this he has not done, nor yet 2 my Argue 
oe ainſt his Senſe of it; His Words on another Occaſion, ' may than bef 
ene, wich ſuitable Variation, viz. to give this Wen “here then 
1 * here; different from what it has any where elle r be) 2e 
| N is very weak, or worſe: For me, I uſe to take to the ab 
ord in the Holy Spirit's Senſe, not in Mr. Morgan's. Accolliii*” irom | 
| 0 to him; we may call the Generality of the Pagans an HA not . 
cople ; for it may be preſumed the greater Part of them are hy "IT 
tten in lawful Wedlock yet to ſpeak ſo is contrary to the v ſays, 
>cripture: Nay; ſuch a Senſe cannot obtain among Mankind; dren o 
* any, it would be among the Anabaptiſis; but ſhould Ml: 
AM. write a Letter to a Congregation of them, and tell them, thy 1 
were generally holy; would they at all imagine, that he only u , Ei 
hem they were not Baſtards ? I believe not; if he think otherwi | 
et him make the Experiment: Upon the whole, we may fee thi entioned 
Anabaptiſm evidently depends upon the Perverſion of Scriptu ot ut d 
und Contradiction to common Senſe, After all, they will proſch y that | 
to ſtand to plain Scripture Teſtimony, and aſſert that we adyand c 
no Scripture to prove our Principle, -and who can hinder them? E thus, 
1 laſt Seripture I advanced is Mark x. 13; 14. And th | 
ought young Children to him, that he ſhould touch them, and li ? alt bet 
. rebuked thoſe that brought them: But when Jes us ſau 4 Qn 
e be "was much diſpleaſed, and ſaid unto them, ſuffer ini , n - 
Children to come unto me, and forbid them not, for of ſuch ii Sol 
the Kingdom of Heawen, And, ver. 16. He took them up in hit pale he 
Arms, put his Hands upon them, and bleſſed them: Whereon | own 
obſerved, * That theſe Children were Infants :—That their Fare fn, « 
4 ere believers in ChRIS T; for who but Believers would have . 4 
expected a Bleſſing from him ?* None of theſe Mr. M. denie, =p 
I next obſerved, that the Diſciples had wrong Notions of Ch. ne B., 
© dren's Priviledges, while they forbid them to be brought to ot 
* Cyrrs7.* Coming this Length he ſtops, and, after ſome of hit ia 
uſual Aſſertions, ſays, that © I obſerve ſeveral Particulars from 4 La b 
© this Place, but ſeem to be at a great Loſs on which of them td 3 5 
© fix.” Well, be that as it will, I now fix on this, that Mr. M. . 54 
i at a great Loſs what to fay ; otherwiſe he had not ſaid this, 3 
ſhall tell him what I fixed on, and becauſe I cannot do it plainet Mſinitted 
than. before, I will give him the ſame Words, Char. Plea, pag: o Mr. 
&2, 53. © Suffer little Children to come unto me and forbid then = 4 
* wor and the Reaſon he gives is ſuch as will hold good at hi =o 
Day as well as that, in reſpect of all Children-of Clriflian Pa- Nnar he 
* rents as well as thoſe; for of ſuch is the Kingdom of Heaven: Ihe R 
Now whether we underitand by the Kingdom of Heaven, the Wir 
Kingdom of Grace, or the Kingdom of Glory, it makes all one Hard 
1 to our preſent Purpole ; for viſibly to belong to the Kingdom os to 
7 of Glory, is nothing more than to be a viſible Member of the Wu 1 h. 
* Kingdom of Grace: So then our Loxb's own Words do 
5 s 


— 


- 


than before. He is ſtill looking for my Grounds and Rea- 
where they are not; and wiſely overlook | 
e they are: He has not thought it ein to attempt an An- 
to the above quoted Words, the“ they contain my only Ar- 
ent from the Text; yet aſſerts, that he has refuted me: But 
1 not wonder at that, after ſo long Acquaintance with the, 
Or. a | A 
b ſays, one while I tell them, the R forbad the 
dren to be brought to CurisT, as the Auabaptiſſs now do, 
mating, /ays he, that theſe Children were brought to Cuxisr 
ith a Deſign to have them _ Well, Mr. V. one 
+ fays I intimate this; but another while he ſeems conſciqus 
I do not; When in pag. 59- he ſays, * No ſuch Thing is 
entioned in the Text, nor urg'd from it 7 our Opponent.“ 
jot urg'd by me, how do I intimate it? I hope he will not 
y that here he got into an Inconſiſtency ſelf; and 
haps thro* a ſtudiouſneſs to find me in one; however he pro- 
. thus, But a little while after he ſays, the Anabaptiſts can- 
ot prove, that theſe Children were not baptiz'd by Jobs the 
aptiſt before; and if they were, then ſure they were not bro't 


oſs on my Words, contrary to the Words themſelves ; 

auſe he and I are not agreed, it muſt follow, that I am not 

reed with myſelf ; but it's one.of Mr M's. Conſequences : Yet. 
on ſuch a Foundation he builds his Argument, carries his Point 
arly, concludes confidently, and wonders at my ſtupidity. _. 
Nos does he acquit himſelf better in ſaying, * If the Diſci= 

ples forbad them to come to CH ISH for impoſition of Hands, 

the Baptiſts can't at all be charged with forbidding Infants to 

come to Cyr1sT, ſince we don't plead, that they have Right 

to that Ordinance: A trifling Evaſion ! For I have no more 


lands, than that they forbid them to come for Baptifm ; But the 
nabaptiſis muſt be told, that they are chargeable with forbidding 
hildren to be brought to CHRIST, when they forbid them to bg 
imitted into the Church, and caſt them out as unclean, Now 
0 Mr. M. might certainly have ſeen that this was the View in which 
charged them with a fimilar Crime to that of the Diſciples, yet he 
hoſe to miſtake me, and deviſe ſeveral other fictitious Charges, 
hat he might more eaſily elude the real one, and hide it from 


e Reader, 


are to be baptiz d.“ This Conduct may ſuit Mr. M's Cauſe, 
but 1 heartily Pick myſelf from Lon 2 Cauſc, as not only drives 


or miſtakes them 


y Cunisr With any view to have them baptiz d, unleſs the 
Parents----would have them twice baptized.” Thus having pat & * 


Wirn the ſame Truth he ſays I argue thus, Curr laid his 
Hands on theſe Children as baptized Perſons ; therefore Infants - 


„ that he would have Believer's Infants to be received ay/ | : 
nbers of the viſible Church.“ Are not theſe Words plain 
bh? But there is little Hope that Mr. M. will ſee them now., 


zued, that the Diſciples forbad them to come for impoſition of 


\ 


ach Arguriicnt 4s the aboveſaid, in all my Book ; Yhl 


Hands on theſe, Children made it ſeern the more probabl 


l Reaſonings about impoſition of Hands T ſhall not tochter need 


ameleſs F. of his Opp nend 15 W 
ing to im e eſe. I deny ths 


M. is obliged to ſhey it, or elſe lie under the Scandal d 


onduft, to ſay no worle., I faid, that Castz r- yi 
e thitt 
from 


were baptiz'd before by John ; but nothing farther fot 
to foot my Argument for Infam-Baptiſm hereon. 1 
the Anabaptiſis could not prove the contrary, Mr. M,. obſer 
that © they are ftill ſet on to prove a Negative.” But ſure, 0 
not ſtill: Had I affirm'd that John did baptize thefe Chil 
JT would have been, obliged to rove it; but I only mention 
i a 9 Well, Mr. kr ungertakes for the Neath 
e doubt but, it is clear and evident to him; ye, 
tink, on very flender Grounds, as 'mighr eaſily be ſhewh, w 
orth while to eſpute this Point with him : For fitide he 
19 roving Negatives, he ſhould have proven as many as Wol 
0 


W 
Ve fervel his tum; and ſo ſthewn that the Diſciple's'Conll 
was ni 9 3 but if even he could prove the Negative, it wot 
fat in the leaſt hurt my Cauſe, for I laid enough to anſwer ti 
Wery when 1 obſerved, that CyzsT baptiz'd none of any A 
1 vly added the other ex abunganti : laid fot the Streß bas yet 
My Atgument upon it, only propos ' d it as probable ; but he, wi afdels, and 
15 Truth, ſays.I affirm it, A om it; and ſo his will ow 
Ence_is, ſtfengthen et. N afſion and 
Hz. need not ufge Biſhop Taylor's jodgement, for I am tf de vill d. 
Foe to call any Man, Mafter, if the Caſe depends on Argumet hurch, I. 
ut if it depended on Authorities, Mr. M. may know, s! And! 
Nd eaſily overmatch in them: And in Oppoſition to tie Biff To w. 
y it is a good Argument, Cux is bleſſed them, therefn . 28! 1+ 
thete is Hope of their Salvation; he bleſſed them, "becauſe MI. . 
Kingdom e to them; therefore they are Men gent wit 
rs of the viſible Church. in hundrec 


* 


yielf with at preſent, as being impertinent to our Buſineb” the S« 
otherwiſe it were eaſy to ſhew their Vanity: In . Ws Wa ww! 
ban be more unſcriptural than his Obſervation, © That the Se "2 lac 
fition of Hands don't well. fuit with lan * an 
Reers in the Church?“ Let ſober Chriſtian 1 rat G 
Judge, 3 on 46-11-90 are more to be lamentsd, contetnn' * rag 
or ſoberly on'd againſt. SS A 
: Hz gives up the Point that _ has been To long .twaintain'd | — 
the Anabapriſts, via. That theſe Children were ofily 7 Top * 
Emblems of Humility, Cc.“ and is ſo far from owning, i hw 
they hold it, as to charge the Im utation of it on them, 4s 3 = —_ 
will ſom 


- . 1 4 
© ture Account of im 
on of Hands on O 


Fiction either of Mr. Sydenbam's, Fladel's or my ſelf : Surely, whey 
"Mr... can put on Face enough to call this our  F/#ion, he den! 
Leũgn to be fetter'd with Shame os Modeſt 3, for tie Wort Kno 


N * o . 
” . F * 


Is the next Place, he [urges that Cunts r gave no Ol 
dbaptize theſe; Children; nor inform'd us that they was 
Subjects of any Goſpel-Ordinance.” Anf. He gave Orig 


" — treat them as Members of His Church; for of ſuch is the j on 
__ dom of Heaven. And if Church-Members be the Subjech lex ] 
| Ordirances, he has given us Information that they were Sub niet their 
b he laid his Hands on them and bleſſed them : And if he M ords of V. 
k niſter'd ſuch Ordinances to them, ſhall we ſay that is no HH ported by 
| mation? Is Mr. 4. ſo devoted to Words of Scripture, as I ethods the 
| take the Actions of CurisT for Proof without them? eſt: This 

He next quotes a Paragraph from the Apology of Neu- ance of 


awick Preſbytery againſt making new religious Laws,----juſt x 
that were the Diſpute between us, whether it be right to n 
new Laws in the Church : In the mean Time, does he not kn 
that we, at leaſt, pretend to warrant our Practice from Cn 


ue And 


own Laws already made? How ridiculous is it, thus to beg 1 what h 
Queſtion, and triumph? Any Man of Senſe would be aſha He 

to do ſo: He is ſo big with Confidence, as to tell us very o the Ordin 
that Cur1sT has given us no Law for Infant - Baptiſm; ye on the H 
has not offer'd one Reaſon againſt the Argument I fix'd on ſerted all 
this Text: Yea, ſo far from it, that he pretended not to H niftry, w. 
what I fixed on; and have we not by this Time a ſufficient $ Salvation 
Cimen of his Confidence, what ſort it is? It ſeems deſign'd right,” © 

] Jupply the Want of Argument; for he is moſt poſitive uſu e Practice 
when he has leaſt to ſay by way of Reaſoning. He can M Man of 
tell us, our. Arguments againſt him, © diſappear like a Bubble of GoD 

© the Waters or ſmoke in the Air.” Yes, doubtleſs, when Temple of 
Argument is offered againſt them! "BP Wn the We 

: WrarT follows is a Cenſure on my Memory; in ſaying * Mi, c. 
tiſm is an initiating Ordinance, whereby Perſons are recem Les? 1 

a into the Church.” And again that Church-Members ou prove, * 
do be baptiz d: But where my Inconſiſtency herein is, I E © frightful 
_ not. I affrm them both together; Believer's Infants, or au tell us th 
Profeſſors, are virtually Church-Members before Baptiſm, a frightened 
King is a King, when proclaimed, before his Coronation ;- yetl Proof, tl 

. Coronation is juſtly counted a ſolemn Inauguration to his Kingde Dalogue 
and actual Inveſture with Dominion. Mr. Ai. defires me to pron dent the) 
That Perſons are viſible Members before they are baptiz'd: But apf. 
And in pag. 77. he ſays it was CuRIST's Practice, * to mal Principle 

. © Diſciples, firſt, before they were baptiz'd, John iv. 1.“ Andi done: II 
Diſciples, they were Church-Members, at leaſt virtually. I hoy to expoſe 
be will take this for Proof. | ; My | 
Ms. A. is aſtoniſh'd that I ſhould ſay, an unbyaſs'd and jul Boptiſn 

ciovs Mind may find ſufficient Satisfaction in the Scriptures are capa 
quoted, tho' the Name of Baptiſm is not in them, and it ſeemi * Dedic 
incredible, that I can wiſh for no clearer Evidence to convini tion t 
me; but to a judicious Mind it will be eaſy to conceive, ' of th 

I can find Satisſaction where one of Mr. A's. Principles cannot — 

n 


| Gar Lake the Senſe and Meaning of Scripture to be Got Wonfih Beptſn 


— 


| not the Letters and Syllables e and 
ut of them, in their Connexion. bg | 23 
Ir is ſomewhat. ſtrange that Mr. M. ſhould intimate, That | 
carry on the Buſineſs by maſterly Aſſertions; that we ſurprize 
A perplex poor People, without giving them any clear Grounds 
quiet their Conſcience : We only ſtunn them with great ſwelling 
ords of Vanity; terrify, and fetter them by human Inventzons, 
ported by artful Inſinuations, deteſtable Methods; the very 
'thods the Papiſis have uſed to keep the Ignorant in their In- 
et: This Romi/ſs Artillery is by us marſhall'd againſt an Or- 


eu- aance of Iss us CurisT.” Theſe | nave pans Invectives are Mr. 
--juſt ; ſtrongeſt Arguments againſt the orementioned ingenious Dia- 
it to 


eue: And are they not a powerful Refutation ; and give mighty 
id Ground to quiet a doubting Conſcience? Or rather, are not ſuch 
roofleſs Aſſertions and falſeD tions, more like Rome's A 

ban what he can ſhew in us? The Author of the Dialogue argu 

at © He who rejects his Infant-Baptiſm as nullity, rejects all 


rery o the Ordinances he has been priviledged with; caſts Contempt 
; ye on the Head of the Church, as having for ſo long a Time de- 
d on. ſerted all the Churches on Earth ; and left them without a Mi- 

to E nittry, without Ordinances, and without the appointed Means of 


Salvation; for ſo. the Caſe muſt be, if Infant-Baptiſm is not 
right,” Sc. This Mr. M. fays, is Rome's Artillery, and tells us, 


e uſt te Practice of the Church is not to be reaſon'd from, when the 
can nf Man of Sin was either aſcending to, or fitting in the Temple 
Bubble of Gop :* But what then? The Man of Sin is now fitting in the 


when WY Temple of Gop, and will it follow, that Gop has no true Church 
in the World? Or, will it follow from the Man of Sin's aſcend- 
ing, Cc. that Cur1gT deſerted his Church for many hundred 
Years? It cannot be. A little after Mr. Ai. challenges any to 
prove, © That rejecting Infant-Baptiſm is. attended with all theſe 
' frightful Conſequences.” Frightful Conſequences! Did he not 
tell us they were Rome's Artillery; and ſhall a Proteflant be 
frightened by that? Let it not be ſaid. However, if he wants 
Proof, that the aforeſaid Conſequences follow, after reading the 
Dialogue, I judge him incapable of receiving Au v; for it is evi- 
dent they do follow, and muſt we have Light to (ee the Sun f 
hut ſuppoſe it were not evident, yet ſince they are 4 upon his 
Principle, it was his Buſineſs to clear it of them, whi he — not 
done: In ſhort, his Reaſonings againſt the Dialogue need no Satyro 
to expoſe them : Reaſoning Fa I ſay? They are only hard Words, 
My fourth Aſſertion was, That Infants are capable Subjects of 
Biptiſm; which I endeavoured to prove, by ſhewing that they 
are capable of the Things ſignified by it; theſe are the ſolemn 
* Dedication of the baptized Perſons to God, and their Obliga- 
tion to live to him: Alſo the Blood of CuRIS H, and Influences 
4 of the Holy Spirit, and conſequently the Covenant of Grace 
* itſelf.” Two of thefe Particulars Mr. AH. controverts ; 1ſt. That 
«> ſignifies the Dedication of Perſons to Gop. On this he | 
oblerves, That Perſons can dedicate none to the Loxn by Bar- 


p— re ms 
— 


= et 


hat themk 2 pain is a Goſ 
£2 "im the = ; Infants cannot "Faith, th . 09h 
be 1 Gov by Baptiſm. 4 LOTT 
delicate =O felves 2 eee both to Ser, 
fre OS; or . it 3s not my preſent umn inſiſt 
ptifm uires Faith in Act in every Subject, u 
be ing the Quettion in Mſpute ; and if Infants fed Agony 
EE 1 + follow, that their Parents cannot dedicate them to G0 
Faith. Circumciſion required Faith in the Subject as muck a 
tim ; for it was a Seal of the Rigbtepuſn of Faith, ye 
Infants werk dedicated to Gop by Circumciſion. But ti 
thould grant Mr. . all he here offers, there is not a fingle War 
5 prove, that Baptiſm dont fignify the Dedication of the * baptin 
n to Gov: et he ſays we differ about this, and —4 
705 eaſons it, but how wiſely, may be j ju F 
— raking that the Blood of Cuxis r is figni ed by 
gi, an gives us a large Quotation from Mr. Hatch, en, and 
from Mr. Mee, in order to diſprove it. The learn' Auth 
Grgoes, that,“ The Scripture no where aſſigns that Significatin 
Baptiſm ; nor the antient Fathers of the hurch ; and that thy 
uences of the Spirit only are fignified by it.” But with all du 
ference to Mr. Hedi, the antientFathers, os Lutherian Divine, 
ren } Doctrine to be ſcriptural, which I prove by the fo 
A ents, 1ſt. Remiſſion of Sins is ſignified by api 
4555 Be baptized for the Remi ion of Sins : Bir Remiſſio 
of Sins is peculiarly by the Blood of Cxr1sT; thergfore his Blood 
is fignified by Ba i. 20: Baptiſm fignifies the Covenant d 
Grace ; but the Blood . is the peculiar Bleſſing of tha 
ovenant, therefore his Alood is ſignified by Baptiſm. 34 It fig 
es Union to CurisT, 2 5 in the 2 of 1 
Sufferings Death, Nom. 3, 4. and Gal, iii. 27 mr 
2 you as have been Baptized i Ho CHRIST, have put in cnn 
Therefore the B of CnrisT is fignifed by Baptiſm 
4-, There is the fame Reaſon, that the Blood of Calis ou 
be ſignified by it, as that the Influences of the Spirit ſhould ; 
= we ſaid to be purified, waſhed, and cleanſed, by the Spirit 
Influence, and are not the ſame Things attributed to the Blood of 
nnter, in Heb. ra nd 1 Cor. vi. 11. fc. © wiinſt t 
| * THar Baptiſm 2 the Spirit's Influence, Mr. A. allows, WW *lly de 
but ſays, * Infants - not intended to he the Subjects of thi faceteds 
7 Ordinance.” Whether they were intended, is not "rhe 21 here. 
Subject; but whether they are capable? Tis his Ruſineſs In 
ew their Incapacity, if he would diſpute againſt me; bor fir Ne! 0 
from that, he offers not one 3 againſt what 1 maintain, i ted to 
yet pretends te be refuting me. Suppoſe what he has ſaid wot WY 4¼ 1! 
' Erue, vix. that the Blood of Mis: is not fignified by Baptiſm; that the 
chat Perſons can dedicate none to Gop but themſelves ; » and that ds 
* were not e be SORE this a Abe 


4 


een * to it nh the ee of 

ning appl A Ager an to this Ff of Þ 7 
n me hereby to make appear, that one Infünt 

of being juſtified and ſanftifed than another; To this he Nh 

Le and * won't be put off with the Qu 

"3 he noW Netns feſctvod ts och me Nome: - Tn 

Ereftly, That one Infitit is not vr RALLY more of theſe 

ſings than another; and whit would he have more ? © 2 

Argument can be form'd from the Capacity of ſome 


1 others, to Prove their Right to 6180 apt TI 
d very freely; yet I have given up no Bit — 
n this be ? or e ſays, © my Argument! ien from the Ca- 
Nei 0 of Children,” to prove their Right to Baptiſm. . I 
a Miſtake, but whether an heedlefs, or willfal one, he . 1 
The latter I would not inſinuate, bad 1 = fo. 7. Got town | 
of the Argument in Char, Pla, pa ut NNE 
early the Point be proven, our O MY are befit upon 
i, hot to fuffer Tictle Children to Ve brought to Carrer, 
but to forbid them: Arid among other Configeritions 'wheri 
' they ſeek to juſtify themſelves, this is none of the leaſt, . 
„That Infants are not capable of this Ordinance, and confequt 
the Deſign of it is not Anfweted by ma them the 
"of it: Now to obvizte ſich Objections, 1 propoſed to provey 
' Fourthly, That Infants are e Subjects of Baptifin. 75 * 
not * or that I intended to obyiate Objeftions from their 
and not to prove their Title from their Capacity. 
But tho my Arguments are untouch'd, Mr. M.'is'triumphant, 
Exceeding confi ent, That after all I have ſaid, ito Fore In- 
fants, 18 n a Seal to 'a Blank: And who' 


155 to fay ſo? In I tis K | 
T is e Inconcluſtveneſs o eaſoningo 
e ay ro il e in this Place; but ſince r 


low, Ar. done, when I Juſſif laſt 'Aﬀertion, that Baptifity 
f th * it the Ravi bf Gerdes, T riced nor enter upon & 
ö 

ere to 76. he fiffifts, "that fotwithiland!og alt Thive' faid to 


ut far 2 Rs he y, IF Fafants are capable, 414 ought*to De 
tand, BY * ted to Bap bra Ko 6upbt ald to be zdnühek te! Lord's Supper 
wee 4 /ͤ Thats proven thar they ou A: apron e 97 


tilm ; WF that the TOR 2 it; if Mr. N. cun as good 
| that WH nents, Thr th capable and otighe to be a wo 9 
cf: Supper, Tefl Ade 4 it; bat if this catiridt be done, I ., Day con- 


he LE chem to the one, and not the other; and if it had 


„ Pe e As. eee the fime 
Reaſon 
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 Saptizing them; but does not ſay, Diſciple, and give them 


the C. 
. *. adminiſter'd| to Infants, and the Sacrament of the F 


* 


if 


n Sacyxmeny © The one is an initiating the g 
a confirming Seal of venant ; and ſo Baptiſm 5 pe 


0 -Proficients.' The firſt is inſtituted for all Diſciples, uf 

us they are Diſciples: The Scripture ſays, Diſc all Nas 0 
xv. 10. 

Piſcipes: 


amcull 


Lord's Supper: The firſt is ſuch as Infants are na capable 
for they can be waſh'd as well as grown 2 Then 


they are naturally incapable of, wiz. Eating. Bread d have P. 
Drinking Wine. In the firſt, the Perſons are reve Reci — Manner be 
the other, Agents——Now fince Infants have need of wah dul ker“ 
and can be waſh'd, and can be paſſive, and can be entered i —_— 

e was 


T - - 
—— — — V ——— 


ns r's School, and can be engaged in Gop's Covenant 
g Men: 


 memorating. CHRIST's Death, examining themſelves, and diſcern 
Is not the ſame Reaſon for boch, ſo the fame Method I 


daa ths apoſtolic Churches were taught before they were as 


8 all? If bold Aſſertions, in heaps upon heaps, are i 


re GoD e 
ite ealy tO 
Servants, 
may | 
God teac 
ears ho 
ires for th 
he ſnoul 
ll in the 
d other: 
others but 
In pag. 
7 1 2 f 
hereon h 
twofold 
ey are ſ⸗ 
le treats | 
ze Scope 
uctify d 
herefore 

hat we 

hat part 


well as in a Leaſe, or Bond, amon And ſeeing they 1 
turally cannot be active in Eating Bread, Drinking Wine 


che Lord's Bodj, it will unavoidably follow, that as 


4 to prove Infant's Right to Baptiſm, another cannot uſe to pre 
© their Right to the Supper, as Mr. Ai. inconſiderately enoy 
aſſerts, He alſo ſays, that the ſame Arguments which refute the 
Right to the Supper, will refute their Right to Bapri/m : For, * a 
they incapable of the one? So are they of the other.” When] 
thus aſſerts the Incapacity of Infants in the Face of unanſwerabk 
Arguments, what judicious Perſon can be influenced thereby? | 
evident Proof will not determine his Judgement, nor reſtrain hi 
immoderate, and abuſive Confidence, what Need is there for Ar 


termine the Iſſue, I can aſſert too; and leave the Proof to the 

f again fays, That Infin ain by 

- He again ſays, That Infants are excluded from Baptiſm by the 

Qualifications of Faith and Repentance, which N al 1 

£ thereto; and he ſuppoſes my Obſervation, © That Self 

a Examination is required in order to partake of the Supper, but 
not ſo to receive Baptiſm,* makes Faith and Repentance to con- 


Aſt without Self-Examination. I t.this would follow, if he ved 3 
would, or had proven, that Baptiſm js refiriftcd to "thoſe only who ular dan 
2 eve and repent, a the Supper is to thoſe only ve n e 
Tan examine themſelves; but thi | 13 
begs the Queſtion. * „ ufficient! 
Mx comparing the Chureh to à School, and ſaying, that In- a 
©. fants are capable of being entered in order.to hang does nos, _ 
he ſays, reach the Point; unleſs I could ſhew, that Oui lh * 1. 
teaches none out of the Church. Af. Suppoſe he does; it will ra. 5 
mot follow, that Infants are incapable of being entered in order to 1 — 
Jearn. Tis pity Mr. A. had not made his Obſervation reach the 2 
Point ; but his Way is clear to affirm, that none but Proficients are: If 
* are to be entered into the Church; and that all the-Memben WW | 


4 455 If Diſciples are. Church-members, and if Inne 
accounted Diſciples in the Apoſtle s Days, it will follow that 
were, and ſtill oo to be, Church-members; but Infants 
accounted Diſciples by the Apoſtles, and therefore ought to 
admitted into Ch&1sT's School; the Minor is proven from 
xv. 10. Why te be GOD to put a Tode on the Necks of 
Diſciples: This Yoke was Circumcifion. Now who were to be 
umciſed ? No doubt, Infants were deſign'd; for the 7adaizers 
{ have People circumciſed after the Manner of Maſes; b 
Manner was to circumciſe Infints of Church-members, as 
dult Perſons, who became Proſelytes after they were grown 
therefore Infants were ſome of thoſe Diſciples on whom the 
ke was to be put, and parallel hereto is Lev. xxv. 41, 42. 
ere God calls the Children of his People, bis Serwants, as is 
te ealy to manifeſt, were it neceſſary. Now if God calls them 
Servants, who yet do him no Service, by a Parity of Reaſon, 
may call thoſe _ who. are not taught ; for we may ſpeak 
Gop teaches us, and us | | 
ears how little to the Purpoſe Mr. M. in pag. 57, Ofc. en- 
res for the Fruits and Excerciſes of grown Diſciples in Infants, 
he ſhould have obſerved, That Cxz1sT's Diſciples are not 
il in the ſame Claſs ; ſome are learning the moſt ſublime Things, 
d others are lower: Some are only beginning to learn, kind 
others but enter'd in order to learn.” | 
In pag. 78. Mr. M. falls foul of the aforeſaid ingenious Dia- 


Ld 
1 


hereon he queries, © What I make my Diſtinctions for; of & 
twofold Being in the Covenant! For if Infants are Believers, 
ey are ſavingly in the Covenant, and will all be ſaved. Anſe 
le treats the Dialogue juſt as he does my Piece, i. . regards not 
te Scope of the Argument. But to the Point; Infants can be 
ntify'd in the Womb; and of ſuch is the Kingdom of Heaven; 
herefore they are capable of the Habits of Faith; and this is 
hat we hold: And if we would be puzled to infotm Mr. M. 
hat particular Infants are Believers; and on that Account to be 
ved ; he would be as much puzled to inform us, what parti- 
ular ones believe not, and are on that Account to be rejected. 
ut he might know; that our baptizing Infants does not de 
dn our knowing any particular Infant to be a "Believer; as I have 
uficiently told him alreddy.. And when he es againſt our 
daptizing them on account of our knowing their Faith, he argues 
gainſt what we ſay not; inſtead of anſwering our Arguments. 
But on Suppoſition that the Author of, the Dialogue meant as 
Mr. A. ſays, how dbes it follow; thit I am inconſiſtent in my 
Diſtinction of 4 twofold Being in the Covenant? Muſt I needs be 
inconſiſtent with thyſelf, becauſe I am ſo with another Man? L 
may, by the ſame Logick; prove Mr. M. to be inconſiſtent with 
himſelf; for he is Inconſi nt with Mr. Tombs, and Cary, and“ 
ther Anabaptiſt Writers is Grout Digg and thive I form the. 


he ſpeaks in the Affair: hence 


zue, for ſaying, that ſome Infants are Believers in CarisT.” | 


0 2 


27 


Argdment. Our Opponents lay the Streſs of the Argumy 

| the-Repeal. of Abraham's © 3% 4g and Tot they ſay, it ix 

* _ Pertinent to argue from it, c. &&fc. of 

; _— AFTpRr our Author has quoted a Number of Texts from 

Rees, to prove. that Women ſhould partake of the Supper, 

promiſes, that if the annonymous Author produce lug 

quarter Part ſo much Scripture for Infant-Baptiſm, he wil 
of his Opinion.“ But he does not promiſe this, if that Aut 
pence four Times as much for Infant-Baptiſm, as may eafily 

e: But ſtill, the Quotations don't prove in expreſs Terms, 4 

Women are to communicate, (which was the Thing demand 

but only by Conſequence. * 

WI are, at length, come to my fifth Aſſertion, wiz. 7 
Baptiſm ſucceeds in the Room of Circumciſion. Here I found 
my Arguments on Col. ii. 11. 12. Is whom alſo ye are cires 
cijed with the Circumciſion. made without Hands, in putting 
the Body of the Sins of the Fleb, by the Circumcifion of CHAN 
buried with him in Baptiſm, &c. I obſerv'd hereon, that 
—_— aſſerts our Compleatneſs in Cur Ir without Circ | 

on, or any Maſaic Ceremonies ;z for that Baptiſm is of the u unce thin 
Uſe, and ſubſtantially fignifies the ſame Things that Circumciiai e Argume 
formerly did; both are initiating Cudinances; both point t bought of 
Blood of CuRIs Tr, tho' in a different Way; both ſignify. our u read in 
tural Corruption, and the Neceſſity of Regeneration; and be re ſome C 
are Signs and Seals of the Covenant of Grace.” None of the ehr Argu 
Things Mr. M. has denyed, yet he denies two Things, 1. Tu ccrees to 
Baptiſm comes in the Roam of Circumciſion. 2. If it does, ye lar), tha 
| he ſays that will not prove, that Infants are to be baptiz'd. e Aboliti 
prefurne it will be reckon'd a. Difficulty to diſpute with one, wht publed w 
car” allow, that. Circumciſion and Baptiſm agree in the aforeſuli all, N 
Particulars, and yet denies that the latter ſucceeds the former: Devares 
However my Argument from their Agreement, he paſſes over, enable, 
only fixes on my faying, that the Apoſtle's Deſign is to ſhev i betber it 
that Baptiſm anſwers to Circumciſion and ſucceeds it, or ellen Pore 
his Argument does not refute the Judaixing Teachers.“ To lupport, 
this he replies, © If the Caſe was ſo, the Apoſtle could not refute pare 
the Fudaizing Teachers, unleſs he ſhew'd that ſome Ordinane ®* Oe 
© ſucceeded each of the other Aiaſaic Ceremonies, to which the) * wy 

- © were as much attach'd as to Circumciſion ; for Inſtance, the Sl — | 
© crihces, Offerings, Sc.“ Anſ. It is remakable, that while Mr, C egg 
. is ſtrongly inſinuating, that the Apoſtle ſhew'd no Ordinances * i 1 
we have aniwering to the other Moſaic Rites, he ſhould yet tell u, 5 my 

_ © the Apoftle open'd unto them that Cus15sT the Subſtance: being de aff 5 

© come, there was no more any Uſe for thoſe Ceremonies, fc. Jo - 

And is not this as much. as to ſay, we have ſamething anſwering . 

to theſe Ceremonies? When the Apoſtle ſhew'd we have the f a 7 ; 

Antity pe, did he ſhew us nothing that was come in the Room of WF. N 

the Type? Have we not Cyr1sT, and New-Teſtament —_ een; le 

anſwering to the Types, and Temple Services, which were : 


* 


Paterns of heavenly Things? Now fince the S * 
theſe Things in Col. ii. 14, 16, 20, 21. and in the Epi * 
Hebrews at large, why ſhould Mr. M. ſay, the falſe Teachers 
d argue, that they had no Ordinances anſwering to the Saert-- 
„ Cc. once in uſe? Again; they urg'd Circumciſion aa 
ging to keep the whole Law; and conſequently, to ſhew:; 
tit was aboliſh'd, would, in their Account, prove the Aboli- 

n of the whole. 1 | R. 
1s next Argument is equally, if not more, trifling; and when 
into form, will ſtand thus, viz. If Baptiſm had come in the 
m of Circumciſion, Paul ang Barnabas would have thereby: 
uted the Judaizing Teachers at Antioch: But Paul and Barna- 
did not once think of ſuch ,a ready and powerful Way of 
efuting them; Therefore Baptiſm don't come in the Room of 
ircumciſton. Anſ. The Scripture tells us that Paul and Ban- 
Jas had much diſputing with ſaid Teachers, but does not tell 
what any one of their Arguments was; but Mr. M. can aſſure 
what they were not, if we believe him: He ſpeaks as if he 
ew, not only. all they ſaid, but. all they thought. They didn't 
once think of this Way.“ And exactly parallel hereto is his 
xt Argument, wiz. that the Synod at Feru/alem * never once 
thought of ſuch a ready Way to refute the Judaixing Teachers“ 
ſe read in Ads. xv. 7. That they had much. Diſputing : And we 
re ſome General Concluſions they came to, but not their par- 
ular Arguments im the Diſpute ; nor is it uſual in authoritative 
ecrees to inſert Arguments, I might alſo ſhew, were it ne- 
flary, that the peculiar Point they. determined, was not ſo much 
xe Abolition of Circumciſion, as that the Gentiles were not to be 
dubled with it, ver. 17. for to the Jews it was yet indulg'd. 
ſter all, Mr. M. aſſerts, they made no mention of this in their 
Debates in the. Council.“ He is juſt as poſitive of what is not 
nowable, as of what is. The Point#is clear and evident to hint 
hether it be written or not: And how firmly he ſtands to the 
criptures let others judge. There's no colour of Reaſon to 
ſupport, that Paul here aſſerts Baptiſm to come in the Room of 

Circumciſion, when he himſelf was preſent in the Council where 

no ſuch Thing was concluded.“ So then the Argument will ftand 

Pus, viz. The Council did not conclude that Baptiſm came in 

be room of Circumciſion; Paul was. in the Council, therefore it 

is unreaſonable to imagine, that Paul aſſerts that Matter here. 

Or take it thus, it is not aſſerted in A, xv. therefore it is abſurd 

o ſuppoſe, that it's aſſerted in Col. ii, a famous Argument? 

ereby one may prove any Thing, e. g. Juſtification by Faith is 

ot aſſerted in Gen. i. 1, therefore there is no colour of Reaſon 

0 ſupport, that it is aſſerted in Rom. 4 Chap. See how conſtant- 

they run into Abſurdities who reaſon againſt the Truth. Well, 

r. A. denies that Baptiſm or any equivalent Ordinance, ſucceeds 

n the room of Circumciſion, his Grounds for which we have 

een; let us now ſuppoſe hin engag'd in. the Diſputg with the 

| 12 Juda 


eircumciſed; and ſo the Words will run thus, being buried wi 


n Areumciſion . is aboliſh'd ; they query; ith 
. we Leerer Tf he ant no, U 
. have Ground left them on which to urge the Neceſſity of Chl: 
eifion, for God has ſeen it meet to appoint an Ordinance for 
End, and there is the fame Reaſon for it now as formerly: I 
anſwers Yes, their Argament for Circumciſion from it's being 
\Initiating Ordinance m anſwer'd ; but then he gives the Pei 
that Baptiſm comes in the room of Circumciſion. For if Circumei 
was an initiating Ordinance,” and Baptiſm an initiating Ordinag 
the former aboliſh'd, the latter inſtituted, and continued; we 
day the latter fucceeds the former, or elſe that an initiating On 
Nance is not an initiating Ordinance ; for whatever difference th 
Is between Baptiſm and Circumciſion, they ate allow'd to agree! 
this, that both: are Ordinances of Initiation. J might alſo ſt 
that the Judaizers could make their Argument ſtrong for the ( 
tinuance of. Circumciſion, from it's being a Seal of God's Con 
mant, if no other external Seal be appointed inſtead of it; but 
Ake of Brevity I paſs it, and ſhall proceed to prove from ti 
Scripture now under Debate, that Baptiſm is aſſerted to come 
the room of Circumciſion. Wo | 
Tus Connexion of the Words is thus, Ye are circumciſed wit 
"the Circumciſion made without Hands, in putting off the Body 
abe Sins of the Nloſb, by the Circumcifion of CHRIST----being b 
ried with him in Baptiſm; for Syntaphenter, a Participle of 
firſt Aoriſt, refers directly to the ſame Perſons who are ſaid to 


does not p 
Head hithe 
dircumciſe: 
fore Infan 
is to be 
Lord. 
ſays it, as 
that the 
own that 


CurrsT in Baptiſm, ye are therein circumciſed with the Circun 
gifion of Caur1sT. If this Connexion cannot be broken, *the 
the Apoſtle aſſerts, that they were in effect circumciſed beca 
baptized: As if he had ſaid, © ye need not be anxions-abot 
© Circumeiſion, ſince ye not only have the inward Efficacy of i, 
© but alſo another Ordinance, viz. Baptiſm, which is of the ſan 
. < Uſe, and fignifies the ſame Things as Circumcifion.” The Ape 
Me here aſferts the Identity of Circumciſion and Baptiſm, or elk 
it is unintelligible to tell the ſame Perſons, that they are circun- 
ciſed, being buried with CurisT in Baptiſm : On this Reaſoning 
I laid the main Streſs of the Argument, but Mr. A. paſs'd it over, 
and ſeems to have thought my chief Argument was taken fro 
the Refutation of the falſe Teachers, whereas that was only addi 
tional; yet of ſufficient Force, as We have ſeen. | 
H ſays, by the Circumcifion of CAI T, * the Apoſtle mean 
the Renovation of the Soul, by the Spirit's Operation mortify- 
© ing Sin, &c. and not Baptiſm.” Anf. The Apoſtle mentions 
Circumciſion without Hands, and the Circumcifion of CxR1nt 
alſo ; and ſays that being buried in Baptiſm, they are circumciſed 
with the Circumciſion of CuzrsT it is further plain, that tit 
Sign'is'here put for the Thing fignified ; but he ſays, this will do 
me'no Service, nor him any Hurt; Be it ſo: But will it not ſhev 
hat my Expoſition is not chargeable with the — 
2 * 2 2 „ Gs 
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om, viz. © That Baptiſm is abſolately neceſſary in o 
vation, and takes way Sin?“ And — W theſe 
elections on me, "When they muſt fall upon his Scheme, 
leſs he own, that the Thing ſignified is here expreſſed by the 
jon? | | I IS 
In pag 87. he obſerves,” That Infants are na ways capable of 
pin 2 the were of Circumcifion, becauſe that left a Sign 
in the Fleſh, but Baptiſm does not.” This Argument Socraus 
rg long ago; but can a Man who exercifes Reaſon, be per- 
ded, that Infants are more capable to be cut with a Knife, 
an waſh'd with Water? Or may he not rather be perſuaded, < 
at the Canſe is def which muſt be ſupported by ſuch la- 
nentable Shifts? Mr. M. may ſhew jeveral circumſtantial Difte- 
aces between Baptiſm and Circumciſion ;- and ſo he ma between 
he Paſſover and « 2 Supper; but how unreaſonable would it be to 
ue, therefore that the Supper does not ſucceed in the room of 
e Paſſover? And in the preſent Caſe, all the Differences he can 
puſter up, only amount to this, viz. Baptiſm is not Circumcifion, 
hor is ( ircumctſion Baptiſm "2 
zur if proving Baptiſm to come in the room of Circumcifion 
does not prove Infant-Baptilm, all our Arguments are loſt on this 
Head hitherto, I judge it is à clear Argument, Infants were 
circumciſed ; .Baptiim comes in the room of Circumciſion, there» 
fore Infants are to be baptized Mr. M. ſays, this Conſequence 
is to be rejected, becauſe it is not confirmed with rh faith the 
Lord.. But if it be a juſt Conſequence from his Word, he ſurely 
ſays it, as I have before proven; and Mr. 4. ſhould have ſhewn 
that the- Conſequence is not juſt, or yield the Argument, and 
own that Truth can overcome him: He often puts us in Mind, 
that © two diſtinct Ordinances in two diſtin&t Adminiſtrations, can- 
not be ſuppoſed to depend on the ſame Inſtitution, His Words 
Dro? If he mean diſtinct as to the Mode of Admini- 
tration, his Argument is plainly falſe; for the Mode may be 
diſtin, and yet the Reaſon and Nature of the Ordinance be ſab- 
ſtantially the ſame: If he mean diſtin in their Nature, Uſe and 
End, he is obliged to anſwer my Arguments proving their Same» 
t over Bl neſs in theſe Reſpects, which he has not done. Baptiſm is not 
n wu more holy than Circumciſion was, it can ſeal no greater Bl 
add than Circumcifion did, viz. the Righteouſneſs of Faith; it can 
bpnify no greater inward Holineſs, but it is for the ſame Uſe, and 
of the ſame Significancy, therefore it depends on the ſame Inſti- 
tution, and is to be adminiſter'd to the ſame Subjects in kind, thag 


Circumciſion was adminiſter d to. ä 
„ Ms. 4. obſerves from Mr. Hutchinſon, © That the Countermand 

; fo circumciſe Infants is a conſequential Countermand to baptize 
chem.“ But this he lays no Weight on, but as an A 


ad hominem. ] confeſs he has other ſort of Logick than I, who 
ern ice this to be an Art ad howinem, unlels he could alſs 
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+ wilt net follow, that none can be admitted to Baptifiif is 
Church already conſtituted.” Mr. M. aſſerts, that tag 
can no more be baptized than *Fewws or Pagans, be 
e they are as ignorant of Chriſtianity * But he — 
e kn wn, we baptize Infants on account of their viſible 
reſt in the Covenant, and not on account of their Know- 
ge: What he ſays of Church-Members is only a begging, 
Queſtion 3 be ſhould prove that Infants are excludsd, by ex- 
j Scripture, or neceſſary Conſequence, The Jewi/5 Church. 
a ſelect Number of circumcited Believers, incorporated to-, 
ether, profeſſing Subjection to. Cyr13T,, and Union to him by, 

6 Spirit, walking together by mutual conſent, &c* as much as, 
Chriſtian Church is——of baptized Believers : But what is all, 
to the foregoing Obſervation? Will it prove, that none un-, 
oht can be admitted to Baptiſm in a Church already conſti-, 
|; becauſe Pagans muſh be taught before they be baptized z. 
1 but we muſt take things as we find them. 
blerved, ! | rw 
. Tur there is a Difference between the firſt Inftitution of 
; Ordinance, and the continued Adminiſtration of it afterwards. 
or Parents, or grown Perſons, mult firſt be the Subjects of a. 
ew Inſtitution, and not Infants ; but it will not follow, becauſe © 
rents muſt firſt be the Subjects, therefore Children muſt not 
erwards be admitted at all; yea, ſuch a Conſequence is quite 
diculous.” Now, tho' theſe Words are plain enough, yet Mr. 
warmly queries, What is ridiculous To follow the firſt In- 
titution of an Ordinance, or leave that, and follow Men's Admi- 
iſtration of it afterwards, different from the firſt Inſtitution?” 
. I juſt now told him, tis a ridiculous Conſequence, wrz., 
ents muſt firſt be Subjects, therefore their Children are exelu- 
|; for if this were a juſt Argument, it would have excluded, 
raham's Children, becauſe he was circumciz'd when old. Ta 
þs he anſwers, that tis impertinent, becauſe Circumciſion of In- 
ts was commanded ; but, ſays he, * don't Mr, F. well know, 
that he can't find any Inſtitution for Infant- Baptiſm.* Anf [: 
not well know this, and the contrary too; but what is this to 
e Argument? Mr. M. ſhould have known, that I am not look 
g for an Inſtitution of Infant-Baptiſm here; that I have ſhewn 
ready ; and I am now endeavouring to ſhew, that his Arguments' 
not overthrow it: Be it ſuppos d, that I could find no ſuch 
ſtitution ; What then? Will it follow that this is a good Argu- 
ent, viz. Parents muft firſt be initiated; therefore their Chile 
en are excluded? No: For if it conclude at all, it muſt eonclude 
werſally, and ſo would exclude. Abraham's Infants : But how 
d is it to deal with an Opponent, who is for any Thing but. 
e Buſineſs in Hand ! | 2 
he foregoing Obſervations, were preparatory, to my following: 
tgument, wiz. * That no Other way of Addreſs was proper, 
whether Infants were included or not; for why > Infants 82 
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s 
ihe © 
| 
ade 
* g 4 
ere * 
| ciated, had no Right to Churcl 
ber nd Er — — themſelves were to be en 
z u was nec eſſary they ſhould n aud ſpoken | | 
z.the train of the aforeſaid 'Scri ptures, which require Proſe 
„r Faith Now it is a plain way of Reaſon 
*" chat whi Ia be dn 0 Addreſs, even tho 
0 Hans wore feb bly prove i 
2 #0 be excluded: But to require Profeion « of Faith from the 
rents in order to Buptiſm, was the moſt proper, even tho' t 


ft 


were defign'd to be included; and therefore to req 
. of Faith from Parents in order to G — 
r be excluded.” Mr. M. ſays, 1. © 


E 
's 8 mere Gingle bf Words.“ T a d "Refi ſexts on 
on th 25 + 


Era 
F. 


{ e Wi — 3 Cunts, he could not dire+4 mon Peop 
iniſters to uſe 22 if it was his Will! Ix Char. F 

be baptizel“ Reader; obſerve; I 1 ſerv d, 

be moſt proper, even tho“ Infants were Lip not defign 

included; and is it & bold Reflexion bn the Property of türtieth Y 

d lay; it is mod 722 Do I cenſure the Wiſdom of it, . obſe 
1 fay it is moſt wiſe ? O ſtrange! May I not now boldly ſay, t Objection 
Argument is unanſwerable, hw nothing can be offered i nce non 
5 it but Non ſenſe and Contradiction? But, —＋ he n if he wan 
ink his next Effort more ſucceſsful; vis. © That the Argut with a V 
turns out in his Favour; unleſs I could make appear, that wlll "<5 bu 
Addreſs could have more properly been uſed, Under 

Eeritt 


deſign d to be excluded from Baptiſen.” How 


ſhifts Kulks away; to eſcape the Dint of this Argum eff n, and 
Muſt I again tell him, that it is all my Cauſe to proud b 
that the Addreſs was moſt proper, tho“ Infants were defign't! ih We 
be included? This I have urg'd fo far, that Mr. . ap args 1 avol 
I, and cannot look it ſtraight in the Face. Let him. prove tha in purpe 
more proper Addreſs * have been uſed; if Infants were lant-Bap 
fign'd to be excluded, if he thinks it will make for his Caue 3 : 
for me, I have nothing to do with it; only I can tell him i wats 
= toni rye rep Ver 
is only a vel. .. . 
in debate, al oy of - n. 4 7d 
. fame LS IA not anſwer = 
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tively aſert #' Thing, but it is the Pro perty | bf a Z * ' an 1 
Diſputant; to prove 'what he fuy s. | | 
z argues, that ſeeing theſe Seri 


| riptures, of which we now 

bk, are addreſs d to grown Perſons; Infants are excluded. Had 
wer d my Argument for the contrary, he might ſay this © 
a better Grace. After all, this Argument of his is but 

Fallacy; a dio ſecundum quit ad diftum fimpliciter. For ſe 
may prove; that Infauts muſt ſturve, becauſe they cannot work 
n 1 1þe/. iii. 10. and that Infants and dumb People mall be 
pned; becauſe they cannot confefr wwirh the Mouth, from Rom. 
. and many other ſuch Pofitions. It is alfo obſervable, that 
has not offer'd to refute my arguing; that I can preach all ths 
e Doctrines the Apoſtles . when gathering Churches, 
ectly conſiſtent with my — of Infant-Baptiſm: There- 


* 


, upon the whole, there is nothing to forbid my former Con- 
fon, that * my Opponents can get no Argument from all theſe 
ſexts on which they make a plauſible Flour ſh before the eom- 
mon People. "OA | 
Is Char. Plea, pag 70. in anſwer to one of their Objections, - 
ſerv'd, * That every Circumſtance in Cuz13T's Baptiſm was 
not defign'd for our Imitation; elſe we muſt be baptized: in our 
türtieth Year ; which none contend for, nor practiſe: Hence 
M. obſerves, that this Gentleman is very fond of ſtarting 
Objections, that he may enjoy the Pleaſure of 1 them: 
dince none contend for, or practiſe it, his oppoſing it looks as 
if he wanted ſomething to do ; he might be ſure to come off 
with a Victory, when he anſwers an Objection which no bo 
makes but himſelf,” However much my Opponent may grati- 
his cauſeleſs Paſſion in this Remark, he does little Honour ti 
| Underſtanding, when he cannot diſtinguiſh between an Ob- 
won, and a Medium to prove an Argument; but his Maxim 
3 to be, throw 'a great deat of Dirt, and ſome of it will 
* T avoided quoting' the Teſtimonies of the primitive Fathers; 
on purpoſe to ſtop their groundleſs Clamour, that we derive In- 
fant-Baptiſm from Tradition; whereas we derive. it from Scrip- 
ture.” On this Mr. M. ſays, 1. By avoiding one Extream 
ve fall into another; But for what Reaſon he makes this ſenſes 
Remark; I ſee not, unleſs to ſhew us that he has read this 
n Verſe which he quotes, Incidit in ſcyllam cupiens witare © 
iribdim, or to fill up his Page. 2. He demands What 22 
Places of Scripture we derive Infant-Baptiſm from? An 
uſt I, in anſwer to this write all my Book over again? Our un- 
appineſs in dealing with him is, that we cannot have all our Ar- 
ents every where. But tho' I did not think it warrantable to 
ud Matters of Faith on the primitive Father's Teſtimony ; yet 
Judy d that modeſt Perſons would receive the Teſtimony o credis | 
le Men touching Matters of Fact; and 1 quoted Irezexs, who | 
7%, the Church learn'd from Line Apoſtles to baptize Children, 
A F $5.5 
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9 He ſays, - tho” the Churches immediately after the (Wy that Ter 

7 ſtles had baptized Infants, it would be no Ground for u Salvation 
ſo, unleſs it had been revealed in the ſacred Pages: 80 (ihout Bapti! 
too; but does he not know that we profeſs to find it rere m. 10. de 
there? And is not the Conſent of the Faithful in all Ages a n, Kc, i 
reſumptive Proof, that we underſtand the Scriptures right ? If this the 
Church, immediately after the Apoſtles, baptized Infants, I H [nfant-Bapt 

* amaunts to Proof, that they learn'd it from the Apoſtles, brought to 

3 5 Defectio a never came to paſs at once z they could not Vis it not ſai; 
1 Juppos'd to have all forgot the apoſtolick Practice; nor to h innocent O 
. | all knowingly conſpired againſt it. Can Mr. M. believe, that WW the Sick: 
Church expir'd for more than a Thouſand Years, until Munten But this ne 
and John of Leyden, the Taylor, received it? This would be ca Auguſtine 

trary to the Promiſes; CurisT wil be avith his People alwi urch Hiſto 
Matt, Xxviii. 20. Hence in ſome Caſes the Cuſtom of the mould not th 

will afford an. Argument, 1 Cor. xi. 16. If the Senſe of Mn, if they 
Faithful and Wiſe ſhould have no influence at all, why does nent from 

M. quote Pool, Cradoc, Keach, &c. | 5 | lverſary, a 
Bor he ſeems to deny the Teſtimony I produc'd from Im own, tha 
and charges me with a baſe abuſing of him, unleſs I cite thiffants : Ane 
5 Place in his Works, which are reputed genuine; and he bring -v ef + 
itation himſelf, with a marginal Note, which he got ſomewhen rd to con 
but neither the Text nor Margin is juſt my Quotation, yet MM. M. 1 
>  JamePlace is plain to ſhew, that Infants were then baptized age from 
the whole is thus, Omnes enim wenit per ſimetipſum ſalvare ; e Delay o 
es ingquam qui per eum renaſcuntur in deum, infantes, & parvulnWdanger'd b 
E pueros, & juvencs, & ſenioret, ideo per omuem venit ætaten, Meir guiltleſ 
igfantibus infant fadtus ſanttificans infantes, &c. i e. Cur, and Me 
came to fave all by himſelf; all, I mean, who by him are te obſerv'd, 
nerated unto Go; Infants and little Ones, and Boys, tixWptiſm, tho 

* Young, and the Aged; therefore he went thro' every Ado ſpeal 
and to the Infants he became an Infant, that he might {ant into, of 
= Infants. N as chen 
No tis an agreed Point among the learned, that the primitin re ſtill ali 
Fathers, by Regeneration, uſually mean Baptiſm ; expreſſing dd; for wi 
Sign by the Thing ſignified; and when Irenezs ſays, Infants ud in the 
regenerated, it is as much, in his Senſe, as to ſay they are baz; and f 
tized; and it's plain he look'd on. Infants as ſanftified, and ch sin at thi 
ſequently Church- members; for I hope Mr. A. will not ſay that Wars after, 
= renens too means legitimate. The Words I quoted from rene * a 1 
ermine w 


before, may be found in Epiſt. ad Rom. Lib. 5. Pro hoc & ec: 
F. ci/ia a apoſtolis traditionem ſuſcepit etiam parwulis baptiſnun 
= dare: i. e. Ihe Church receiy'd a Tradition from the Apoſtles, 
do baptize alſo little Children. By Tradition the Antients meats 
the Word of Gop itſelf ; ſo the Apoſtle calls it in 2 Thef+ 1; 15 


adminiſte 


Si quanc 


and iii. 6. Again, the ſame Jrenens, in his 14 Homily on Jo +4 peccat 
Jays, Parvuli baptizantur in rem ionens fevatorum, i. e. n 8 5 pp. 


Catores, u 
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is are baptiz'd for the Remiſton of Sins. It fs ufo calf to 
erts 


w that Tertullian held Infant-Baptiſm ; for he fully 4 


thout Baptiſm. St. Auguſtine is fully on our Side, pasticularly, © © 
m. 10. de verbis Apoſt. Nemo igitur wobis ſuſurret dodtrinas, 
ear, &c, i e. let none therefore 14 other Doctrine in your 
- this the Church has always had, has always held, ſpeaking 
Infant-Baptiſm; and a little after ſays, If when Infants arg 
brought to Car15T, they are ſaid to have no original Sin; why 
is it not ſaid in the Church to thoſe who bring them, take theſe 
innocent Ones hence; the Whole need not a Phyſician, but. 
the Sick; Cxr1sT came not to call the Righteous but Sinners, 
But this never was ſaid, nor ever will be ſaid Now could 
Auguſtine, the moſt learn'd of the Fathers, be ignorant of 
urch Hiſtory little more than three Centuries from his own Day? 
ould not the Pelagians, who deny'd Original Sin, have refuted 
n, if they could; ſeeing he ſo often baffled them with the Ar- 
ment from wo pm gr But tho' Pelagius was a learn'd 
lverſary, and his Cauſe required him to deny it, yet was fore 
own, that the Apoſtles, and the whole Church ſtill baptized 
ants: And Auguſtine ſays, of one, in Epiſt. 89. to Hilary, 
aut oft confiteri propter baptizandos paruulos, i. e. He way 
'd to confeſs it becauſe of the Baptiſm of -Children, 
Mr. M. ſays Tertu/lian oppos'd our Doctrine, and quotes a 
fage from him, tranſlated by Mr. Vall, where he reaſqns for 
e Delay of Baptiſm very weakly, wiz The Sureties may be 
danger'd by their own Death, or the Child's wicked Diſpoſition ; 
ar guiltleſs Age need not make ſuch haſte to the Forgiveneſs of 
u, and Men act more warily in wordly Affalrz.“ Here it is tq 
obſerv'd, that Tertullian denies not the Lawfulneſs of Infant- 
tiſm, tho' he pleads for the Delay of it. Moreover, he ſeemg 
y to ſpeak againſt the Cuſtom, which many, at that Time, h 
into, of baptizing the Children of Heathens ; elſe what Dan- 
r was there by the Sureties Death, if their Chriſtian Parents 
re ſtill alive? Laſtly, it appears Infant-Baptiſm was then pracs 
d; for what was not, could not be oppoled. Tertullian flaus 
d in the ſecond Century, and dy'd 63 Years old, in the Year 
2; and fince Infant-Baptiſm was then practiſed, it could not 
zin at the Council of Carthage, which was more than Fifty: 
ars after, viz. 25.4. And if Dr. Gale ſays it did, he ſays it only 
ſerve a Turn; for the Occaſion. of that Council was not to 
termine whether Infant-Baptiſm was right, but whether it ſhould, 
adminiſter d only on the _— Day, az Circumciſion was ; as 
2 arpneary, 


l— 


1 Guando portantur intantes, dicuntur omnino nullum propeginis 
e peccatum, & veniunt ad Chriſtum; cur non eis dfcitur in eccleſig 
4s apportant, auferte hine innocenres iſtos: non eſt opus ſanig 
"us ; led male habentibbs; non venie Chriſtus vocare jultos, f. 

c tores, aun- quam dictum eil, led nec al iquando dice tur. 
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Salvation of Infants, and yet affirms there is no Salvation 


% 
1 — ® \ . 
. op F Jo «+ w , 


Sins © - the Adab, e a Ar canes? 
cher But farther, if remiſſion af Sins ie granted even ta thai | 
j« moſt grievous Sinners, upon their believing ;. and if -nohe- is . 


„ own 4 Sins. 1 — >a 8, are to be fo 
« And ens very dear Brother, this was our * 1 * | 
„ the Council, that we ſhould exclude none from Baptiſm and the 
„Grace of Gop, who is merciful, and kind, and loving to all; 
« And that as we are to obſerve and retain this Judgement im 
« reſpe& of all, we think it is more eſpecially to be ſerv'd in 5 
* reſpe&t of Infants, even thoſe who are newly born. 
We ſee then, the lawfulneſs of Infant-Baptiſm was not, at that 
Time, ſo much as diſpated ; for Fidus his Scruple ſeems to have 
deen occaſion'd, as Rigaltius obſerves, by the ſtrong Averſion he 
had to kiſs a new born Infant, as was then c ry after Bap< 
tiſm :- And this 27 N. to be intimated in the 's Letter to 
him, when they ſay, Nan ef infans a parts nouus s of, nom ita 
off tamen, ut gui 7 illum in gratia danda -horrers 
debeat ofculare. Now tho! Six Hundred 2 de mike —_ 
Matters of judgement, yet, methinks, Sixty 

could not be miſtaken about the Practice of the Eure an 1 
dred Years before them, or an Hundred and Fifty, which will 
reach to the immediate Succeſſors of the Apoſtles... Would we 
not look on the Scholar to be utterly ignorant of our own Hiſto- 
ry, who knows not whether Infant- "Baptiſm was generally pratis' 4 
in Britain 150, or 200 Vears ago. 

Aso Origen, long before this Council, in 14 Hom? on Late, 
ſays, ** * Little Children are baptized for the remiſſion of Sins: 
Fc of what Sins? Or when committed? Or what Reaſon can be 
* given for their Baptiſm, but that which we were ſp 
* viz. That none is clean from Filthineſs, even tho“ he was but 
« one Day old? And becauſe by the Sacrament of Baptiſm 
« the natural Pollution is remov 'd, therefore are Children ber- 
* tiz'd.” The ſame Origen, in Commen. in Marr. xviii. 10% 
Tom. 13. pag. 331. queries whether ©* the, An begin thei" 
* Guardianſhip over theſe little Ones at their , or Ba 
I might add Teſtimonies from Juſtin Martyr, — others, beg 
what is ſaid is enough to fatisfy any, that Infan Baptiſm was” 
* from the Apoſtle's Time to the Afttcan n — 


1 10. 


— 


* Parvuli baptizantur in remiſſionem peccatorum: vorum peccato- 
rum? Vel quo tempore peccaverunt? Aut quomodo Creſt ulla lavacrh: 
ratio in parvulis ſubſiſtere, niſi juxta lum fenſum uo paulo ante. 
diximus nullus mundus a ſorde, nec ſiunius diei — — vita ejda 
ſuper terram? & quia per baptiſmi ſacramentum netivitatis tordes © 

a— 2 2 res 


eber. Pha, pag. 72. againſt our Opponent's Calimny; i 
-  Infant-Baptiſm 7 Renk of Pepery, I obſerv'd, © Thar, 1 
mitive Fathers, who were before Popery in the Practice of 
| .=©:prove the contrary,” He anſwer thus, If he mean be 
po Began to work, tis falſe; for it | in the Apoſii 
 ,* Tine.” There is nothing fo remarkable here, as the Def 
Mr. M. ſhews of turning my Words, that he may find ſomethi 
do ſay. A very moderate Judgement might diſcern the Meaning 
mie Word, before Popery: But he ſeems to want à Commentary 
nt. And parallel to this, he preſently after ſays, * If he mei 
\ Bwhen the Pr;/byterian Set began, it was not till the 151 
Century.“ Were it not an Impertinence to argue this Point her 
; Perhaps I might ſhew the Falſity of this Aſſertion as eaſily ay 
Ave, he other, wiz. * That Infants began to be firſt baptiz'{ 
* about the third Century.” But Mr. . could not but Know, 
that I had not left the Subject of Infant-Baptiſm, tp ſpeak 
<abput Preſbyterian Church Government. When I demand * ax 
authentick Account of our Beginning,” he ſays, he cannot 
we it, becauſe the Scripture don't ſhew when we began; but li 
ys, © The 2. Scriptures abundantly ſupply us, to ſhew when 


they began.“ Juſt' as if we deriv'd their Original from Scrip. 
ture as they profeſs to do themſelves. Had he forgot that we 
deny they have either Scripture or Antiquity for their Support? 
Or, could he be ignorant that the preſent Queſtion is not about 
what the Scripture ſays on either Side? Surely ſuch egregiouy 
Shuffling is no Honour to his Cauſe. Agreeable to the reſt of 
his Proceedure, he often appeals to me, without the ſhew of an 
Argument, that he is in the Right; as pag. 101. Can he deny 
as to be the proper Succęſſors of the Apoſtles, who hold the 
* fame Doctrines as they did, and practiſe them ? If he deny 
<< this, - let him ſhew wherein we deviate from them in the Caſe.” 
One who knew not my Judgement in this Point, would be apt to 
think, upon reading ſuch Appeals, that I had not dar'd to deny 
their Principle to be Scriptural. But Mr. M. knew it, and need - 
ed not ſuppoſe it as only poſſible; and whether I have ſhewn 
their Deviations the Reader will judge. I own the Dealing is 
Yartful, but I would not venture to uſe it among Men of Learn- 


he puts the Queſtion, whether I can believe what I profeſs my- 
ſelf, Can he imagine he acts according to the Practice of the 
| * Apoſtles, in baptizing Infants? Yet he knew that J profeſs d 
te believe it ſo firmly, that I could not ſo much as wiſh for clear- 
Jer Evidence to convince me. „ 


the Apoſtle's Days, wherein our Practice of Infant - Baptiſm be- 
* pan, it gives Ground to conchide, that it did not begin fince 


| 


| He aud My. Hatcbinſan aniwer, that © We are not to receive an 


N 


| ing, who deal pretty much in Intelligence. To'the ſame Purpoſe, 


iT FuRTHER reaſon'd thus, © If they can ſhew no Time ſince _ 


| their Days, elfe let our Opponents give even robable Reaſons | 
"how it cou in unnotic'd, without any Noiſe or 8 3 
hw 1 Id begi ic'd, and with y Noiſe or Buſtle 
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nor, becauſe we can't calculate the Minute when it Wan 
ach d. Anſ. We'll not bind him up to a Minute, not t 
ar: Let him only ſhew any Time ſince the Apoſtle s Days When 
was not generally practis d. But it will not do to tell us; that 
lr. Baxter ſays, „ It has no expreſs Mention in the Records dF 
the firſt and pureſt Centuries,” for this proves, that it was nog 
| thoſe Days, ſo much as queſtioned, but taken for granted, 
ut we find it mention'd as ſoon as the leaſt Heſitation was made 
out it. Again, Mr. M. thinks me © very ignorant of the Mans 
r how Errors enter into the Church; and refers me, for Iny 
brmation, to 2 Pet. ii. 1. &c. and Matt. xiii 25. The Exe 
w'd Tares while Men ſlept, and "tis then Errors | b 
egin; and Men act privily under a Cloak of feign'd Words.” 
rely he and Mr. Hutchinſon, are ſorely ſtraitened for Argument . 
den they ſuppoſe, not only a few Perſons, but the whole Church 
o have been aſleep ; and that not in the worſt, but pureſt Times; 
ot only for a few Days, but for hundreds of Years: It's alſo odd, 
at the whole Church ſhould, act privily under a Cloak of feign & 
ords, What is general is not private too. Ee: KA; 
[ alſo challeng'd my Opponents to ſhew; from authentick: Hiſto- 
„any one Society, who deny'd the Lawfulneſs of Infant-Bap- 
iſm, before theſe laſt three Hundred Yeaxs: To this Mr. M. 
wers nothing: But my. Obſervation, that their Opinion begaat 
i.e. to make a Figure) leſs than three Hundred Years ago, 
he calls a ſubtle Artifice, improper Method, and Falſhood ; yet 
ffers no Argument to prove it falſe, only ſaying, their Opinion 
* 15 plainly and undeniably revealed in Scripture.” His Pr | 
to Scripture have been already examined ; and the preſent Enquiry 
N the Antiquity of his Scheme; but he ſeems to miſtake it, 
and ſo leaves us to conclude ſtill, that he can give no Account of 
any Annabaptift Society in the Church, until within theſe la@ 
three Hundred Years : I may alſo venture to defy them to ſhew, that 
any Perſon, os Perſons, deny'd Infant-Baptiſm fince the Apoſile's 
Days, and were not condemned by the Church : And if the. 
— always condemn'd ſuch, it was always in the contrary 
ice, | Ee. | 
I I ruxTHER defir'd them “ to ſhew us how it conſiſts with God's 
Promiſes to his People, that the Generality of the moſt eminent 
4 Chriſtians, the wiſeſt, moſt learn'd, moſt inquiſitive, and moſt 
2 holy Divines, ſhould be left to live and die out of the Churek; « 
after all poſſible Dilligence to diſcover the Truth in this Point.“ 
Mr. M. ſays, ** this is a bundle of great Titles to amuſe the World 
wich; and aſks, whether they muſt follow the Word of Gov, and 
the Apoſtles of Cuaisr, or theſe great Men? And, whether E 
am angry with them for not taking what theſe great Men ſay u 
Truſt?” Here he talks as tho' I laid all the Streſs on human Autho- 
n; whereas I argue from the Faithfulneſs of the divine Promiſes, 
7 the Argument is properly Scriptural: And among all he has © 
lad, there 3 n ſo Much as a Pretence to reconcile his an—_ 


Jos . 


the Promiſes; nor has he made any Obſervation om the 
art of the ſame Page, tho' the Credit of his Cauſe is 
ur'd by it. I. would have had it confidered, Wel 
the Face of Probability, that Cuarsr had no vifible (l 
den Earth for more than à Thouſand Years ; or that the Pi. 
: 3 lumber by far of ſerious Chriſtians are ſtill without the Pak 
> 3 the piſible to this Day: Both theſe they muſt allert for 
3 K Sake of. Confiſtency; for they believe Baptiſm to be a By 
Ne. Chriſtianity, and that none are baptiz'd but thoſe of g 
T Communion ; yet I cannot but believe, that all the judici 
and pious, among, them will readily own, there are more g 
*.cious People Without their Church than within it, at leaſt the 
| F is Reaſon ts hope-ſo; and how ſtrange would it be to f. 
3 i there are mote ſaved out of the Church than in it.“ |} 
; if what Mf. M ſays be true, vis. that the Soriptures are 
plain; clear, full, evident, and undeniable; in favour of his Prize 
Pie that it is 3 Truth ſhining with more than oriental Brightne 
or. Meridian Brightneſs ; and” that his Opponent's Practice has 
Foundation in-Scripture, nothing like it, not a Hint nor Colo 
of Evidence, inſomuch that even a Child in Religion could over 
throw their Arguments: I ſay, if the Caſe be ſo; to oppoſe Au 
 baptiftry can be reckon'd to proceed from nothing leſs A .judit 
Sal Infatuation from Goo, who, inſtead of leading his People it 
Truth, has given them up to be blinded by the God of th 
World; and tho' Cxrisr ſaid he would be with his Miniſters i 
ie Adminiſtration of Baptiſm always to the End, yet it has ben 
. almoſt always quite otherwiſe ; and ſtill is to this Day: Nay, dit 
Body of the Proteſtant World are; in this Point, Mad-men, whd 
cannot diſcern Senſe from Non-ſenſe; they are blind; for who tha 
Eyes,, and will open them, but can ſee Meridian Brightneſs} 
 F yould willingly hope, when Mr. 44. conſiders theſe Thitigs, ht 
will wiſh his Phraſes had been more modeſt: But he imagine 
gll “ is eaſily anſwer d, by obſerving, that particular Churches an 
more or leſs pure, as the Doctrine of the Goſpel is taught and 
embed, and Ordinances adminiſter'd more or leſs purely it 
 ® them.” A4. Hereby he either gives up the Cauſe, or fpeak 
Non-ſegſe.. If he means that Pedobapriſts ate ſome of theſe par- 
- ticylar Churches, he therein owns their Baptiſm to be valid; for f 
not baptiz'd, they are not Churches of Cyr15sT : But if he meat 
.otheryiſe, he ſays not a Word to the Caſe in Hand; for I have 
Proven, that it is the Conſequence of his Principle, that Cuz137; 
for moſt Part, has had no viſible Church at all; and if not, we 
Eannot ſee that his Promiſes are true. Ves, ſays: Mr. M. they 
true, for particular Churches are more or leſs pure, Qt. 
Ic it ſo: Will it therefore follow, that it is conſiſtent with the 
romiſes of Cnars r to have had no viſible Church at all, for 
. more than a Thouſand Years? This our Opponent muſt affirm, ot 
elſe own, that Pædobaptiſts were the Church, and fo ruin all hi 
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f afo appeal'd to my Opponents, „ Whether the Body of ent- 


and couragious Martyrs, be not on our Side of the Queſtion. 
e anſwers, © Truth is not to be decided by Votes.“ Yet. he 
unnot allow this Argument to us neither, for © there have been and 


7 e Thouſands of Chriſtians who reje& Infant-Baptiſm. An. How 
| zany I know not; but I ſaid the Body of them are on our Side; 
2 nich he has not contradicted. I hope he won't ſay his Thouſands 
af e the general Part. He ſhould have alſo conſider d, that to argue 


rom the divine Promiles is not deciding by Votes. But in Point 
f Martyrs, he will not only be equal to, but far above us ; fot 


enying Infant-Baptiſm ; but we can ſhew none who ſuffer'd 
each for holding it. An. Neither can I ſhew any good Man 
ho ſuffer d Death for aſſerting the Exiſtence of God under # 
hriftian Magiſtrate z but I can ſhew ſeveral Men who profeſs'd 
odlineſs, ſuffering for Hereſy, Sedition; &c. It ſhould be ob- 


s himſelf, when he ſays, Infant-Baptiim * is at beſt ſupported 


has iW-rred; that it is not Death, but the Cauſe of Death that makes a 
ColoiF{artyr. However, to ſhew us his Martyrs; he quotes ſeveral 
d 2 ages from Mr. Rees, who appears as partial in ſpeaking Truth 
» Anna 

a J only by ſome dark Tradition.” He gives an Account from 

ple ma er Brandt, that Anuabaptiſtical Reformation began in Sit- 

— " land, by Grebal and Mans, who fell out with Zwinglius about * 


ud Opinion; againſt whom Decrees were made, and ſome 
W Out to Death, as is intimated by the Procurement of Zwingliuss 
Ly, WOW let us hear what an undoubted Hiſtorian tells us of this Affair, 
„ Wall mean 2c/chior Adamus in the Life of Zauinglius, viz. © Thus 
lo that: in the mean Time, as the Devil always uſeth to ſow his Tares, 
"I the Hereſy of the Anabaprifts crept in, while Zwinghius was 
Bs, be i: carrying on the Work of Reformation : At firſt they forbad the 
aging Baptizing of Infants, and Re-baptiz'd themſelves ; afterwards 
they brought in a Puddle of all the Hereſies that ever were: 
= At firlt Zaving/ius dealt with them familiarly, becauſe the Au- 

Jug thors were both his Friends, and learn'd, and Citizens, and his 


Pay ther Diſciples, to ſeparate from the Church, and inititute a new 
ph Church; then he was conſtrained to reſiſt them with all his 
__ Might, and had publick Diſputations with them, in which being 


— convict of Errors, they foam'd againſt their Antagoniſts, with 
Blaſphemies and Reproaches. At laſt the Senate was fain to 
they deal with them with Baniſhments, Priſon; and Death: Nor 


' Now AS AGAINST ANABAPTISTS, but as againſt Men Pzr- 
JUR'D, DisoBEDIENT, and SEebiITIous, The Head of them 
Was Balthaſar Hubmer, who was an Apoſtate again and again; 
who being delivered by the Benefit of Zwingl/ius, yet loaded 
him with ſuch Lies and Reproaches, that he was fain to. ſatisfy 
the Brethren by an Apology.” vid. Clark's Life of Zwinglius, 
ad Mr, Baxter's Scripture-Proof, pag. 140. 307 
. 4 . 
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nent Chriſtians, and faithful Miniſters; with the wiſe Reformer? 


e thinks he can ſhew ſeveral godly Men who ſuffered Death for 


Jon: Flock; till they began to do nothing but lie, and gather toge= + 


Wok gives many 
| "particularly tells us, that © at Waldbut, where Hubner 


Men and fincere, and drove them from their Poſſeflions 


_ © Anabaptiſts) promoted it? Or what Help have they affonl 
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es of their Wickedndh 
Preacher, they baniſh'd many of the Citizens who were 


* St. Gall, one cut off his Brother's Head, as he ſaid; ut | 
* Father's Command: They were often puniſh'd for commit 
#* Lewdneſs under pretence of Spiritual Marriages :'* To be fi 
Bullinger challenges any Man, to ſhew him one Anabe 
who is not blemiſh'd either with Lying or Treachery, Perju 
or Diſobedicuce, or Sedition, or Idleneſs, Deſertion of ü 
Wives, or Filthineſs.” ( 

* CALVIN, after mentioning their ſtupendous Dotages, 1 
boaſting that the r is on their Side, ſays, We have by 
* endeavouring this long Time, by our daily Labours, to refly 
che holy Word of Gov; for which Cauſe we bear the Oppd 
tion of all the World: But how much have theſe Men 


* us? Nay, they have rather vehemently troubled, and hindet 
* ns.” Such were Mr, Rees his godly Martyrs : Such“ 
Traces of their good Spirits.” And as to their divine Tm 
Ports before their Exits, we could ſhew much of it in & 
Anabaptift Prophets, Matthews, Knipperdoling, and others of 
Munflerian Mad-men: In Mr. Coppe and Company in Engl 
who aſſerted the Lawfulneſs of Fornication, prophane Sweari 
and many other Abominations: A Woman perverted by him, “ 
came a common Proſtitute, and was Carted thro' the Streets 
Lonaon for it, in 1 gloried, as tho” it had been her H 
tour. But I think Mr, . would do beſt not to mention his 4 
Saptift Martyrs, nor engage in their Cauſe any further, nor jt 
gefire a fuller Hiſtory of them; if he does, I can promiſe an 
flientick Account by the greateſt of our Reformers from Pope 
Whereby will appear, that the Anabaptiſis were ingeed the wo 
Dregs of the Reformation, the greateſt Reproach of it, and Inj 
Eiment to its Progreſs ; and that not only in ſome, but every Plag 
where they got footing. And I think it's far from being credit 
ble to them, that the greateſt Reformers, the moſt learn'd a 
Holy Divines, were ſtill the principal Hands that ſuppreſs'd the 
F readily grant that bad Men may profeſs Truth, and that Tri 
is not to be judg'd of by the bad Lives of ſome who profeſs i 
But as the preſent Argument is from the divine Faithfulneſs, tl 
above Obſervations are pertinent Mediums to ſhew, that! 
ſeems inconſiſtent Avith the divine Promiſes to the Church, tk 
fuch- Perſons ſhould be the only Church of God, and all ol 
great and glorious Reformers Aliens from it. That the Secret 0 
the Lord ſhoyld be with a ſcandalous Rout, and be hidden fron 
the Holy and Upright, is too ſhocking to be believed. Mr. M. fond 
calls them, © two or three ſcandalous Men in Germany,” but wi 
my believe, that forty or fifty Thouſand were only two or three 
Eredat Judeuas, &c. But I thought Juſtice obliged me to * 
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that many of the Anabaptiſs are now of a better Character 
bd that I regarded a Number of them as Perſons of Tn and 
Yorth, tho“ miſtaken in the preſent Point.“ Hereon Mr. M. 
lies to fix on me the ==] of Diſtmulation; * Unleſs, /ays be, 

there were greater Evidences of his Regard to us in his Wri- 
« tings,” whereas . theſe very Profeſſions of Regard are evidently 
n my Writings; but he judges they may be forc'd. Pray whats 
dave I to hope, or what can I fear, from their Party, wh | 

as 


ef? It is not to be wondered at, that he is exceſſively 
yy Arguments, when he fo ſourly reſents my Reſpects. I th 
ze nced no further Proof of his Bitterneſs. He has certainly | 
meaſur'd my Temper by his own, and thinks, perhaps, that every 
one is as unpatient of Contradiction as the Aaabaptiſts. | 

I ſaid Infant-Baptiſm was worthy to be. contended for, he re- 
marks, © 'tis but three or four Years ago, that there was a migh» 
ty Noiſe of Perſon's being carnal, if they contended about theſe 
« outward Things.“ Anſ. It was threg or four Tears before the 
Date af his Book, when I contended with Mr. M. about theſe 
Things; and was ready to have done ſo thive or four Years 
before that Time, had Gccalion call d. How oddly ſome People 
outrun themſelves thro' a Deſirè of Contradiction ! Alas, that therg- 
is ſo much Carnality in contending about ſpiritual Things. 
Ma. M. ſays, He entirely preſerves 1 and Con- 
nexion between the Ola and New-Teftament ; in that he owns, ths 
Covenant of Grace to have been revealed to Adam, and ſo down 
to Abraham, under the former dark, legal, typical Diſpenſation, 
till Cuxisr came in the Fleſh, and ſet up the New-Teflament 
Church.” Either he means as we, that the Cover ant of Grace 
was diſpens'd ta Abraham by Old-Teftament Ordinances z and ſo 
gives up his Cauſe: Or elſe he means, that it was ſecretly in- 
pired to him, but not divulg'd, or diſpens'd by the Ordinances, 
he was under; and ſo he breaks the Harmony and Connexion 
between the Old and New-Teftament. For the ſame Covenant 
was not diſpens'd under both, and ſo the two Diſpenſations are ef» 
ſentially different, and therefore cannot eſſentially harmonize, He 
pleaſes himſelf with the Fancy that I have got. into a great In- 
confiltency, in ** firſt expreſſing an Eſteem of my Opponents, 
and being glad of their Agreement with me in the great Eſſentials 
of Religion; and afterwards ſaying, they repeal a great Part of 


E ÞD "a 
- 


the Old Teftament, which God has not repeal'd ; and ſo diminiſh 

from his Word.” Anſ. It is plain they repeal all the Promiles 
made to Believer's Infants ; while they cannot prove, that Gop 
od, has repealed "them. Now theſe, and the Grace diſpens'd by the 


Maſaic Rites, are a great Part of the Ol Teſtament. Yet ſeeing 

the Eſſentials of Religion are to be found in the other Scripturey 

which they hold, they may conſiſtently be thought to maintain the 

Eſſentials of it, even tho' they implicitly diminiſh from Gov's 

Word. Whoever miſtakes the Meaning of a Text, does implicit- 

/ diminiſh from the Scripture. Io would any fober Chriſtian ſay, 
« 2 i” 


n 


2 : 


{ea | oi | 7 0 po 
that-every fuch Miſtake is inconſiſtent with holding | 
{ of Religion? Luther, thro” miſtake, rejected the Epiſtle of Jan 
| of Religion + We! he agreed not ow me D er E ſfentiz 
10n * Were not theſe to be found in other Scriptures 
NX. M. lays, “ they conſign Infants over to Satan no: other. 
| Ways, than by faying” thy * all under Sin, by Nature Children 
of Wrath, ignorant” of God, deſlitute of original Righteopſnek, 
and corrupt; and hat for me to baptize ſuch, is to have under 
my Hand a vifible improper Subject of this Ordinance.” 4 
1. This Argument, being taken from the Sinfulnefs of the Sub. 
JeR, will conclude much more ſtrongly againſt the Adult than 2. 
+ Bainſt Infants. Some Perſons come to Years, and profeſſing Faith, 
| are under Sin, by Nature Children of Wrath, ignorant of Goy, 
deſtitute of original Righteouſneſs, corrupt,” yea ſenſual, deceitful, 
Hypocrites, whited Sepulchres, and for Mr. 4. to baptize ſuch, 
is to have under his Hand viſible improper Subject of this Or. 
AJinance. 2. Mr A. and the Anabaptifts conſign Infants over ta 
Satan otherwiſe than by ſaying, they are originally finful, Ec. for 


the Eau 


war deny them to have any viſible Right to Gop's Covenant, 
und ſay, there is no Promiſe for them ; this is far mare than ſaying 
they are ſinful, (for I hope Mr. M. won't deny, that ſome Sin- 
ners have a viſible Right in the Covenant, LT viſibly belong to 


Dovenant, they all viſibly belong to the Devil, and are viſibly in 
State of Damnation; for out of the Covenaut there is no Sal- 
vation. Mr. M. ſays, © this is a new Edition of the old Story, 
out of the Church is no Salvation. Auſ. Be it ſo, And what 
Has he to ſay againſt it? Only that it is an old Story? Certainly 
that hinders not but it may be true; and that it is fo already 7 
ven from many Scriptures, where the Promiſes are reſtricted to 
the Church: But this he calls © a Limitation of the holy One of 
 Tfhael; for hereby the Infants of Non-members are out of the 
Covenant, and ſo cannot be {aved ;” thence he proceeds, in a 
8 of random ſtrokes to reproach my Uncharitableneſs to the 
Infants of Non- members, and falſely ſays, I aſſert the Impoſſibility 
of their Salvation. Anſ. ] have ſhewn from Scripture, that Be- 
liever's Infants are in the Covenant, and the Promiſes are to them. 
This gives me ground of Charity concerning them, and if Mr. M. 
can ſhew me ſuch Promiſes made to Infants of thoſe, who are 
Aliens from the Common-wealth of Mael, and Strangers to the 
Covenants of Promiſe, I will then think myſelf obliged to have 
equal Charity for them; but until then, I muſt fufpend my Be- 
lief of tucir Salvation, and ſay, if Gop ſaves them, he has told 
pus nothing of it; and what he has not ſaid, he don't require us to 
believe. I hope. my Charity ſhall always be directed by Scripture; 
and what is beyond or contrary thereto, let others boaſt of. If 


y Opponent can have as much Charity without, as with a Pro- 


milo; 


Bop, not to the Devil) for if Infants are all viſihly out of the 
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E 
be muſt alſo have face enough to ſay the Few has no Ad- 
tage, nor is there any Profit of Circumcifton, *- 
cal, Mr. . flies from his Ground, when he ſays, © the 
Jrabaptifts only deny to adminiſter Baptiſm to Infants.” Wers 
tall, I would own their Error was much leſs : But don't Mr. M. 
„them to. be in the Covenant? Does he not aſſert, there is no 
dre T niſe for them? And does he not thereby exclude them from 
(net; WW cold hope of Salvation? This is more and worſe, than oNLY 
under ing them Baptiſm. $3 A 1 ON 
further obterv'd, that our 4 * lay dangerous 
Sub- WGrounds to derogate from CIS“ imſelf when he was an In- 
an a- ant; for according to their Principles they muſt have deny'd'* 


j amyy 
Ntrals 
) 4 


other. 


auth, um Church - memberſhip, until he was grown up.“ Mr. M. 
50D, Wl; this © a palpable untruth, the Meri n of Falſhood, -an 
itful, Who of Calumny, a baſe and ſlanderous Aſſertion; for that Bap- 
ſuch, n was not- inſtituted when CHRIS TH was born, and they don't 
Or. y, that Abra ham's Male Children had a Right to Circumcifion. 


er ta . This is nothing to the Point in Hand, the Grounds remain 
for as dangerous as ever. I ſpoke not of their denying; Baptiſm 


\ant, Mues , but Church-memberſhip ; and the? they would allow 
ymg WH, while an Infant, to be in the Jewiſb Church; how infignt- 
Sin- Wt is that, if the Jraviſb was not the fame in Subſtance with 
g to WF Chri/ian Church? Tho' they allow him Circumciſion, as a 
the le Infant of Abraham, that was a comparative Trifle, ſince 
y in deny the Covenant of Grace to have been thereby admini- 
Sal- d. They deny, that Infants were ever in {aid Covenant, or 
Dry, Wt the Promiſes of it belong to them, and how evidently do 
bat Wee Things derogate from Cuz1sT when he was an Infant? 
in Wow let Mr. . free his Principle from this tremendous Conſe- 
ro- ence, if he can, But I am apprehenſive. his Attempts will only 
to angle him the more, and ſhew more fully the defenceleſſneſs of 
of Cauſe, Beſides all the-mentioned Evils, *their Principle repre- 
the ts Gov to be more prone to Severity than Mercy, in that he 
n a deprived Infants of the merciful Gift of Church- memberſhip; 
the given them nothing in the room of it. Mr. A. owns it was a 
ty ing in Abraham's Day, and yet inſiſts on the. Repeal of it. 


ow little he honours Goo hereby, let ſober and conſcientious 
riſtians judge. He alſo repreſents the Moſaic Diſpenſation to 
e been exceedingly more full of the Diſplays of Grace, than 
it of the Neaw-T eftament, contrary to very many Scriptures; 
t he appeals to all Men whether it be probable, that they ſhould 
driven, in defence of their Principle, to wreſt many precious 


| faid ; ſeeing their Principle, he fays, is ſupported by all thoſe 
aces which ſpeak of the Ordinance.” Well, I am one of theſe 
L to whom he appeals, and may proceed to judge the Point. 
t foraſmuch as he deſpiſes my Judgement, I ſhall produce Facts 
th are ſtubborn Things, and will not bend; and becauſe it 
fuld be tedious ard tireſome to mention all the abſurd P oſitions. 


riptures, and put uncouth and unreaſonable Gloſſes upon them, 


ſeems there is not 1 &nſcieneions Man among thei Ippan 
a | an rn their 40110988 
We al ſhut or wo againſt evident Truth, In — bez 
out of his Way, atleaſt, out of the Way of the Argument 
the ſake of ſaying. the Preſbyterian Sect, Ec. He does the {a 
Pag. 36. for the take of an invidious Obſervation about bloody} 
Sine, and the ſolemn League and Covenant. Yet I am of the 10 
1 is more of a perſecuting Temper diſcoverable in this Auth 
lode of Writipg, than in many of thoſe who entered into 
0 ee League. A conſtant gloom ſeems to have covered 
1 this Controverſy, and fill'd his Pages with flat Satyrs x 
um Banters, e. g. Mr. Finly allows us to fee with our g 
8 xrdered * 0 3 his Arguments by Weight. 
ur _ p00! onents.---Our pitiful Opponents.---Contempti 
Adverlary, and the like. His Principle — of N | 
babilities : All is certainty ; yet without Evidence: He is confidey 
without Argument, and convinc'd without . Demonſtration. 
deals much in Superlatives, his Aſſurance not being content wit 
* poſitive Degree. He ſometimes can anſwer an unauſwerabl 
rgument with a lofty Diſdain, Surprizes, Marvels, or Pity « 
his Opponent's Ignorance, or wilfulneſs. Methinks a Gentlenat 
ſhould regard Honour and Good Manners.---A Divine, Orthodoxy 
and a Scholar the juſtneſs of his Argument.---A Diſputant uſual 
1 ee Candour, in fairly repreſenting his Opponent's Cauſt 
And a Chriſtian, ſuitably imprets'd with a Senſe of Religiay 
wil guard againſt Paſſion as well as againſt Error; becauie he 
knows the Wrath of Man works not the Righteouſneſs of God, 
Truth needs only the Defence of Argument, not of our corrupt 
and ſenſeleſs Paſſions. Now whether Mr. AJ. has acted up to the 
aforeſaid Characters, or any one of them, in his Book, I ſhall 
leave the Reader to judge, when he has perus'd this Treatiſe, 
For me, I can freely profeſs, I do not remember ever to hat 
xead, even among the Fopiſh Diſputants, any thing written with 


more Confidence and leſs Argument, than Mr. M's Antipedorary 


tiſm. No where elſe did I ever ſee more egregious Tergiverls 
tions, Evaſions, Perverſions of the 83 — tiſting the 
e of the Queſtion, inſomuch that had one of another Per- 
ſwaſion done it, it might have paſs'd for a Burleſque on Reaſon- 
ing, and a Satyr on the Anabaptiſt Principles. Us $7 
Ir any candid Reader think my Remarks too fevere, I would 
pray him to conſider whether the Matters remark'd upon can admit 
of juſt, and yet ſofter Obſervations. Can we call Perverſiow 
and Non-ſenſe by more proper Names, than Perverſions and Non- 
ſenſe? Or, can we repreſent religious Garbage in a juſt Light, 
and yet not make it appear offenfive and ſhocking? Is it meet 
and proper, that one abuſe the Generation, of God's Children 
with Impunity ? Shall he openly ſcatter injurious Reflections o 
the Proteſtant Churches, that he may draw Diſciples after him, 


and not be reproved for ſo doing? Yea, let it be conſider d, whee 
cher it is not neceſſary, ſeverely to cenſure ſuch Impoſitiong on the 
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n ſuch Fallifications, and abuſi ve Conduct, in order to dix 


Lfion, if I ſharply reproved another for that Crime. I per- 
ade myſelf, thatvif any judicious” Reader will examine the 


emarks, and own that I have paſs'd -over many perſonal Re- 
xions on myſelf, and many groſs Inſinuations on our Divines, 


preſented my Opponent in a ridiculous Light, in many Places 
re he endeavours ſo to repreſent me: And I humbly preſume 
is angry Reſentments againſt me are unprovok'dy for in my 
baritable Plea I took Pains to diſtinguiſh between an Adver- 
ry to their Perſons; and an Adverſary in the Controverſy; bat 
is was as little underſtood; as my Diſtinction of a twofold being 
Covenant: And if he will needs blend Characters with the Con- 
roverſy, he can blame none but himſelf; if he feels the Smart 
f juſt Obſervations. To the Want of ſuch a neceſſary Diſlinction 


dear d ſo ſhy and, diſpleas'd, after my: firſt Publication; for no 
could not but eſteem an Inſtance of great Weakneſs, which 
ould do no Honour to themſelves or Cauſe. . 
Tars I endeavour'd to prove by —— 1 

I. Tuær there is nothing in the Word of God contradiQory 
o it: Or, in other Words, that the Anabaprifis Arguments againſt 


N 0 W proceed to the Vindication of my ſecond general 
Aſſertion, vis. That Baptiſm'is rightly adminiſter d by ſprink- 
ling or pouring W ater. on the Perſon . baptiz'd. 


have t, do not overthrow it. 

wil I. Tua the Scriptures afford clearer Grounds to us, in f#- 
ran Svour of it, than to our Opponents againſt it. A | 
ert III. Thar this Mode we contend for, does fully anſwer the 
the WW End, of Baptiſm, and is moſt ſuitable and ſignificant. * * 
ker. IV. ThaT the Mode our Opponents contend for is loaded 


with Inconveniencies, and chargeable with Abſurdities. 
Beroxe Mr. M. enters upon the Refutation of theſe Aſſertions, 
be obſerves, that I © cannot bear to think their very ſmall Com- 


on-. /. My Words were theſe, © According to them none are bap- 
bt; i © tiz'd but they who are plung'd, hy they unchurch all the 
et * Proteſlant World; and CHRIST has no viſible Church on Earth, 
en © fave only their very ſmall Community.“ Now if my Oppo- 
nent had anſwered without an Evaſion, he would not only have 
allerted, that they had the Truth, but that Cyr1sT has no viſible 


* 070. 


d derate judicious Perſon there appears greater Probability they 
Ps M 6 nous 


2 


rage them. Nor can it juſtly” be retorted, that I give 3 5 
Railing, any more than that I would be chargeable with ſinfu 


ook IJ am anſwering, with. eloſe, Attention, he will juſtify my 


here I might have retorted with advantage; and might have 


imputed it, that my Acquaintances among the Anabaptifts ap- 


ther Reaſon but becauſe I diſputed againſt their Principles: This _ * 


mit © munity to be in the Right. And tells us, That ſmall Commu- 4 
083 By © nities have had the Truth, when the Multitude embrac'd Error.“ 


C hurch on Earth, themſelves excepted. He thinks, © to a con- 


W 


% 


r they are on a Parr with me in this Point.,“ Af Not ſo 
* Unleſs I had aſſerted, that Baptiſm is a Nyllity if it be not 
ſorm'd by pouring or ſprinkling : But as I aſſerted not this, ny 

We ament required no more than only to prove, that Baptizo 1 
e v8; to pour or ſprinkle. But Mr. M. who aſſerts plunging to 
"VO gential to the inance, is obliged to ſhew, that Baptizo only, 
always ſignifies to plunge. Hence, methinks, a very ſhort 
N dcration might have ſhewn him, that he is not at all on a 
all with me. : | 

x ſays, © I have not ſhewn any Inftance from — 
herein the Word is render d 2828 aſpergo, and there- 
fore have fail'd in my Undertaking.” But did I not ſhew 
at I propos'd, wiz. that Baptizo ſignifies to wet, waſh, or 
inſe by —_—_ ? And certainly pouring is one Mode of Waſhy 
g. This he calls“ a forc'd Conſequence :”* But pretends not 
Whew where the Force is. The Argument will ſubmit to Try- 
; let us attend to it. If Baptizo fignify to waſh, as has been 
dd, and if Waſhing can be perform'd by pouring on of Water, 
n Baptizing can be perform'd by pouring or ſprinkling. There 
no imaginable way to prove this N fore d. but by 
= ki pouring is no Mode of waſhing ; and that nothing can 
waſh'd by pouring Water on it And, methinks, whoever 
ill attempt to prove this, will thereby prove, that he is not tq 
reaſon'd with, as evidently ing againſt Common Senſe z 
nd how deſparate the Cauſe is, which ives Mr. M. to call 

e above Conſequence forc'd, may eaſily be judg'd. | 
Mr Opponent brings in Doctor Gale teſtifying, “ That he 
never once found Baptizo us'd to ſignify any thing leſs than 
dipping, unleſs in ſome Eccleſiaſtical Writers of the latter cor- 
rupt Times, who alter'd it's Signification : But that harie 
Authors, who lay under no ſuch byaſs, made no Alteration, but 
ode it for Dipping.” An ingenious /a/vo! If any Writers uſe 
e Word for oy cy: anſwered by ſaying, they were byaſs d, 
id corrupt. But ſeeing Mr. Gale {A han. any Man, I ſhall *' 
ve an Inſtance or two from prophane Authors, who were une 
yaſs'd, and wrote before the latter corrupt Times, to ſhew that 
his Word was us'd to ſignify ſomething leſs than dipping or 
lunging. Plutarch in Vita Theſer, recites a Verſe of the Sybil- 
Ine Oracle, as follows, Aſtos baptizte dunai de toi ou themis efti. 
e. Baptize' or waſh him as a Bottle, but do not overwhelm him. 
ere 'tis plain, that to Baptize was diſtinguiſhed from to Pluhge 
Ir Overwhelm. Dunai moſt properly ſignihes to dip or plunge z' | 

might eafily be manifeſted by Inſtances unnumbered. And 

nce Baptizee ſignifies ſomething different, we juſtly infer, that to 
daptize is not to plunge. Again, the ſame Plutarch tells us of a 
Woman General, who wrote an Inſcription before he died, Bap- 
rat, having baptized his Hand with Blood, viz. which ſprung 
from his Wound. Hence his Hand could only be baptized by 
Uffaflon; the Blood guſhing out upon it. | 
| Was HOMER 


. 


Who ſprinkled the Water on him; who by that very ſprinkli 


N N dra in his Batracomyomachia makes even RAe 
much leſs than fluss. The Frog Crambophagus, fi 
Ins. Enemies, fripp'd to the high Bank of the Lake, bu 
reaching the Water, he fell upon the hard Shore, and Kill d! 
ſelf, whereon the Poet obſerves, ——'bapteto d"6mati limny 
Shureog—— 1, e. The Lake was ſtained, or ſprinkled with p 
lood. But to fay the Lake was plung'd or dipp'd in 8k 
thocks all Common Senſe. Nor can there be any Allufion h 
Clipping =, in Dye: For what parity is there between 


Dipping, and Blood running into a Lake? Now if Baptor 
Primitive is uſed to ſignify ſel than plunging, MUC4 More 
Derivative Baprigqm The latter is manifeitly us'd for ſprinki 
in the ſeptuagint Verſion of Eccliſiaſticus, chap. xxxiv. 29. 
Hz0menos. "apo necrou, kai palin aptomenos 'autou, ti” p; 
/ feutroi auto, the Baptiſm here referred to, is deſcribed at 
Ja Nu wb. xix. which was entirely by ſprinklng : For tho' Hot or 
read in ver. 19. of waſhing Cloaths, and bathing in Water; 
's plain, it was not the Perſon who was unclean by touchy 
the Dead, who was thus to waſh and bathe, bat the clean Perk 


of the other had contracted Uncleanneſs, as is plain from ver 1 
as well as from ver. 7, 8, 10. from which uncleanneſs he mdf 

urißed ſome other Way than by another's ſprinkling him: f 
in that Way the Uncleanneſs would have been propagated fre 
one to another to the laſt Man that could be found, u ho m 
forever continue under the Pollution: Junius and Tremellius gi 
the Senſe of ver. 19. very well thus, Aycrget inguam, muni 


alle immundum illum die tertie, & die fiptimo : qumgue furgaven ntende N. 
eum die ſeptimo, lotis wveſtimentis ſuis, abluet tle ſe aqua, Ms. f 4 a 
mundus erit weſperi. i. e. The clean Perſon ſha!l ſprinkle the wii his he 
clean, on the third Day and feventh Day: And, when he ſhd 8 


_ Have purified bim, (7. e. the Unclean) having his own Cloatt 

waſh'd, he ſhall waſh himſelf with Water, ſo ſhall he be cle 
"at Even. From theſe and many more Inſtances which may | 
produc'd, it appears ſtrange, that Dr. Gale never found Baptiu 
m fignify leſs than Dipping Beſides Arctius is an approved 
Maſter of the Greet "Tongue, who renders it perfedtam yuandan 
perfufionem, a compleat ſprinkling or pouring. - Mr. Leigh in bu 


look Little 
good. Or, 
want. For 
ſtood any 

waſhing as 
ſeverely c 


Critica ſacra, tells us, that tho* Baprizo be taken for Bapto, to di per 
or plunge, yet it (Baptizo) is taken more largely, for any kind i * 


of waſhing, ririſing, or cleanſing, even where there is no Pippi A „ gered b. 
at all Again, he tells us, that © the Word (as Heſychius, Stt- 0 


* phaunus, Scapula, and Budeus, the great Maſters of the Grett 4 "= * 
* T'ongne, make good by very many Inſtances out of the Ci, © | v 


* ſick Writers) importeth no more than Ablution or Waſhing.” 


Thus, tho' *>quire Leigh gives us the different Criticiſms of dif- Mr. Re 


ferent Authors, he ſhews himſelf plainly to be of our Opinion. N 
And however learned Men may borrow Miſtakes ſometimes from Works 


one another, yet the foregging Inſtances, from Greek Aubert, " 
4 4 i 3 * ny : uc 


pain Facts, as may ſuffice. to ſettle our Judgement in thy 
Ef oint, viz. that Baprize does not \natively and Pr ly 
WT only to dip or plunge; but ſigniſies to pour, ſprinkle, waſh, 
cleanſe: And conſequently Mr. M. cannot poſſibly acquit 
elf of the Taſk which he is obliged to undertake, wiz. © to 
y that Baptizo never fignifies any other Thing but plunging.” 
4 whereas he argues from Mr. Gill, and Mr. Rees, that, tho“ 
tizo ſignifies to waſh, yet it is only by Conſequence, and got 
marily.” I call upon him to anſwer the above Quotations 
m Homer, Plutarch, &c, which fully overthrow the Ar t. 
to Mr. Rees's Obſervation: that the Word “' fignifes to dip 
into any Matter abſolutely, without Regard to Water, or an, 
other Liquid.” it falls before the above R ; and not 
ly ſo, but it makes more againſt. than for, his Cauſe : For one 
ay dip his Foot in Mud, and yet not be overwhelmed, either 
pot or Body, Mr. Gill fays, . It's plain, the Lexico-graphers 
mean ſuch a Waſhing as is by plunging." But whence is this 
ain? Is it becauſe there is no other Way to waſh, only by 
unging? He replies, had they meant waſhing by pouring, 
they would bave rendered it by N aſpergo, to pour or 
ſprinkle.“ But why ſo? Is it not plain, that /awo ablus, cm- 
rehend per funde aſpergo; as the general comprehends every par- 
cular Specie, or Sort? Pouring and Sprinkling are particular 
odes of Waſhing ; therefore Waſhing comprehends Pouring and 
prinkling, and every other particular. Mode whereby Things are 
aſh'd. This Obſervation ſhews the Propriety of rendering bap- 
izo by lav rather than perfundo, even when waſhing by pouring is 
-averWntended ; and conſequently Mr. G://s's Argument is palpayly weak. 
a2, Ms. Rees's Obſervations on the Diſhonour done to Dr. Owen 
he M his Friends, in 2 his Remarks on Dipping, might 
» (ford Grounds for pleaſant Witiciſms, to any Perion, whoſe In- 
clination leads him that way. 1. The Doctor's Friends made him 
ok Lttle by ſaid Publication. 2. His Remarks cannot be made 
/ good. Or, 3. They are juſt ſuch Conceſſions as the 4Anabaptifts 
piu want. For he (Mr. Rees) never met with a Baptiſt, who under- 
oreli ſtood any Thing of the Matter, that ever denied baptizo'ito figni 
an waſhing as well as dipping. Behold ! Doctor Owen and his Fr 
bu ſeverely cenſur'd: And yet the whole Matter granted and affirmed, 
dip for which they are cenſured: And what is the Off- come? “ It does 
ind i ſignify to waſh, but it is by Conſequence.” Well, be that as it will, 
ing id is us'd by Authors to fignify waking, and where is any Violence © 
offered by ſaving, that baptizing is waſhing ? Or, waſhing can 
be performed by pouring? Bur “ it never ſignifies to waſh, with- 
out regard to dipping——and---the Doctor don't aſſert, that 
the Word natively ſignifies to pour or ſprinkle.” Query, Does 


if Mr. Rees, in theſe odd Obſervations, ſpeak like an honeſt Man, 
n. Who underſtands the Greet Tongue? ä 
m Me. A. blames me for not telling the Places in Author's 


Worte, from whence I take my Quotations, but I think myſelf 
1 ; . not 


Fa 


" Ring, 1 adopt their Words ; and 4 
all 1 Quote from Adthors. Were the; 


K determin'd by Authorities, to be ſo ual woulfi 2 e 
neceſſary; but not as the Point is now ſtated. Vet fince} ger to fee 
i defirous of knowing the place, in Doctor Owen's Wy Part of hei 
whence I take my Quotations, he may find them in his cony ſo waſh was 
Collection of Sermons. pag. 580, &c. | ur Lon h 
I ſecondly prov'd our Senſe of the Word to be juſt, nder, a 
te Uſe of it in the New-Tefament, here I alledg'd © Maj ＋ 9 
+ When they come from the Market, except they waſh they tat 8 lud 
the Greek, except they be baptized. Now can we imay maſt conc". 
the Jews plung'd their whole Body in Water, every Tine u were Feb 
came from Market, and every Time they eat. No, for d, Bapuze ar 
cells us they only waſh'd their Hands.” To this MF. . I 1 og 
poſes Pera, himſelf, Mr. Leigh, and Mr. Gill. Mr. L. gb Her 5 
1 the different Criticiſms of Authors. The others I look on ii Feet to DE 
be miſtaken, Mr. Gi// reaſons moſt upon it; and fo, to anſy oft no Part | 
him is to anſwer all. He firſt tries to reſtrain this Baptizing 1 waſp a0 
things that were bought in the Market, as Herbs, Ke. but fee Weed. 20 
he infits not on this, neither will I: Otherwiſe the vanity of © Bod), 10 
wht eafily be expoſed. But he ſays, if the waſhing of Pe * 
* ſons be deſign'd it ſeems moſt likely, that waſhing the who ob * 
Body is intended, becauſe waſhing the Hands is mentioned in the * — 
* preceeding verſe. And ſo to underſtand it, better expreſſes e * 
affected Sanctity of the more ſuperſtitious. All the Jeu walt bar 
their Hands and Feet before eating: But thoſe who pretend © —_— 
to a * degree of Holineſs, waſh'd their whole Bodies, WW" wo. 
* pecially when they came from Market. And of this tou perl) be 
; * Ablution of the whole Body is Lake 11, 38. to be underſtood" according | 
Jon theſe Gloſſes are ingenious ; hut they need a new Bible to PROPS.) 
warrant them. For tho' the Phraſes be chang'd, there's ng = 
change of Perſqns. Our Lonb makes no ſuch Diſtinctich — 
a Mr. Gn does. He don't ſay, ſome waſh their Hand, Wl 4% lt 
and ſome their whole Body: Nor does he ſpeak of the WW"? r 
more ſuperſtitious part, when he ſays the Phariſies and all th . — 


Jui, except they waſh their Hands oft, eat not. And when 
come from the Market, except they waſh they eat not. 2 then = 
any imagine, that the ame THEY are not ſpoken off in both 4- | 
verſes. What Taey ? The Phariſees and all the Jeaus. Beſides, 
| che Queſtion was not about waſhing the whole Body, but only the 
Hands, v. 2. Nay, we hear of no offence being taken, at any": 
Time, by any of them, becauſe of not waſhing the whole Bod 
before eating. And tho' Mr. G:/! is poſitive that Luke 11, 38. 
Is to be underſtood. of a total Ablution of the whole Body; yet 
fee leis ſhew of reaſon for this than for the former. The Phari/ce 

| wondered, that he was not Baptized before Dinner. But could there 
/ be an Intelligent PhariJce in all Judea, who would wonder that he did 
not plunge himſelf before Dinner? Was a total Ablution, before es- 
ing, ſo univerſally practis d, as to make the Neglect of it ap 


aſtoniſhing ? If only the more ſuperſtitious part, a Mr GIN 
did _ — oY ey 44 that the general Part did 
wife; and ſo could not wonder at it. Could an Anabaprift 
der to ſee me baptize by pouring on of water, when the ge» 

| Part of Chriſtians do the ſame ?* But the Jeaus, it's laid, 

| o waſh when they came from Market. Aal. We hear not 

our Loxd's being at Market that Day. Nor does the Phariſees 
onder, that he was not Baptized after coming from Market 3 
before Dinner. Upon the whole, ſeeing I have proven d 
wofite Gloſſes of the great Men Mr. 4 Quotes to be falte; 

mult conclude my former Argument is juſt; vzz. If the Jews 
were Baptiz'd, when only their Hands were waſh'd, then to 
Baptize a part of the Body is true Scripture · Baptiſm. +. 

[ firther obſerv'd from Yohx xiii. 5. 10. where we are told of 
4R15T's waſhing the Diſciples Feet, that he reckons waſhing 
e Feet to be a waſhing of the Perſon. If { wafh rhee not, bus 
ff no Part in 1 ie that is waſhed, needeth not Save only 
waſh his Feet. g. d. in ſuch waſhing as is only Symbolical, or 
yſtical, and has a ſpiritual meaning, it is enough to waſh a part of 
e Body, ſince the Thing ſignify d is thereby as well repreſented an 
y waſhing the whole. Whence 1 argu'd, if in Myſtical waſhing 
o more be neceflary, but only to wafh a part of the Body, then 
t is not neceſſary to apply the myſtical Water of Baptiſm ſave only 

o a Part. But the Antecedent is true, as John xii 10. fully _ 
proves; and ſo is the Conſequefit.” Mr. M. calls this inconclu- 
ve, impertinent, trivial, weak and abſurd reafoning, 2. He af» 
erts, that pouring Water on the Face of a Child, cannot 

« perly be call'd waſhing the Child or Perſon, at all.” (Whi 
according to his uſual Candor, he calls 8CaTTERING A PEW 
DROPS.) His reaſons are. 1. The Word er is not uſed in 
Ibn xili. 10. Anſ. I did not ſay it was; Wat a myſtical walking 
i; there mention d. 2. The Caſes have no relation to each other. 
Anſ. It requires hardineſs to aſſert, that a my ſtical waſhing 


"ls 


has 
no relation to a myſtical waſhing. 3. To anſwer the Text, we 
* ſhould have ſome total waſhing of the whole Body to go before 
* Baptiſm.” An. Were the Apoſtles waſh'd wholly firſt, and 
then their Feet? If not, Mr. M. puts a falſe gloſs on the Text. 
4. He ſays Baptizo ſignifies to dip or plunge : Which is 
refuted ; and is further to be conſidered. Laſtly, witch ſeeming 
Rancour, and plain Contempt, he fays * his poor 
have no rule to direct them, whether the Water is to be pourd - 
on the face, back, hands, or feet.” But he's miſtaken 
we pour Water on the Face, becauſe it's the principal Part of 
Man's Body ; and belt repreſents his whole Perſon. Therein "the 
Soul ſhines moſt Eminently ; and the varicus workings of Men's 
baſſions and affections appear with. moſt viſible Symtome in Its 
We can look on it, and waſh it, and not be aſham'd. To which 
-— the word pro/ſopon, which ſignifies Face, fignifies alſo 
W 44 +, 


* 
4 


e obſerv'd; dt we have 2 more full Argument 
Fü. 4. 4nd many other things there be, which, they bade Levitical V 
to hold, as the waſhing, in the Greek Baptiſms, of port "and | 
brazen weſſels an tables, or beds. Here Baptiſm is um 
WASHING : And every one knows, that Tables are not. wa obſerves, 
dipping them under Water, but by applying Water to then 
175 it on them. And for Beds they muſt only have 
prinkled. Hence I d, that feeing things are Bapta ii emn; in al 
pouring, or ſprinkling Water on them, to Baptize does nod of ſprir 
liiguify to plunge under Water; but tis, truly done by pouring 
a ng to _ — the . 0 M. anſwers, «Wok and - 
E. to the what the preſent Cuſtom of wise Baptiſm 
Beds = Tables is; and that I ought to have ſhewn hoy - 
Jews waſh'd them.“ I humbly preſume this can be no ditiq 
£0 any one, whb is perſwaded that the Jews were rational, 
exercis'd common ſenſe, as well as their Neighhours For y 
but diſtracted Perſons, would ordinarily dip their Beds in WN inkled. N 
Or. a Table when they would waſh it, to a river or po not us'd |} 
1 ſee not why Mr. M. may not as well require me to and confel: 
that the Jeu walk'd on their Feet, and did not creep on going abo1 


nies, that 


ver. 10. | 


Four. But he may juſtly be requir'd to prove, that every M that prink 
An Feru/ſalem had Water ſufficient, wherein to plunge hin({ither ackn 
| his Family; his Bed, his Tables, and other Urentls, every Di 15 not us“ 
and this without uſing the ſame Water twice. But if he cannot prag know, ſa) 
nit from Scripture, Reaſon, or ancient Hiſtory, he will prove rue, I kno 
MI. Rees, that thoſe fanciful People the Jezys; ſuperſtitou i Argume 
© abus'd Gop's own appointment herein; for the Lon Mad the Ap 
| © commanded in Lev. xi. 32. that whether it be a weſlel of uu Argumet 
ro or raiment, or ſkin, whatſoever weſſel it be; it muſt be put i t his ufir 
water. And it could not be put into Water without dipping- theſe Bay 
Hence they ridicflouſly wkſh'd almoſt every thing, — dy at a! 
Beds too.” Mr. Rees wiſely avoided to tell the Occaſion kes for © 
:this Precept, leſt it ſhould have ſpoil'd his Argument. For a E BY” left 
has cited the Place, and repreſented it, there appears no ſuperſiis ſubjoin'd, 
ous abuſe of the Precept at all; but on the contrary, be kali Sprinklir 
made it ſeem to require ſuch an univerſal plunging of Thing e were 
The Command was, to put ſuch veſſels, or garments in watt ho can: 
\Whereon the Dead carcaſs of a weaſel, mouſe, tortois, fer 1 
camelion, lizard, ſnail, or mole did fall. But there's no mente the Re 
; of Beds. This Law was ſo plain and circumſtantial that I «A Brevity, 
not how the Jews ſhould thence conclude, that they muſt dy and XIX 
their Beds too, whether any ſuch Carcaſs fall on them or 1. that Te: 
But what cuts the Sinews of this labourous ſhift, * is, that our hifts Ert 
Lonp gives a quite contrary ground of this Practice. Fot he 2. He 
| -aſcrides it, not to their abuſing the Precept in Lew. xi. 32. Bit they u 
their holding the Traditions of the Elders. f. e. Their unwritten _ 
Oral, Traditions. Now Mr. Rees ſhould have ſhewn, that Fl * i 
the Traditions required plunging ; but he has not. It's plan Wa 4 this 

S 


enough, that he and Mr. M. are honeſt and faithful to thr 
.own Caule, come of truth what will, 


Levitical Worſhip, ſays, it conſiſted meats, drinks, — di- 
; waſhings : In Greek divers Baptiſms. The Apoſtle here 
refers to all the ceremonial Purifications, without Limitation. 
1 obſerves, they were of divers kinds, as Water, Blood, and 
: And diverſely apply'd, wiz. by ating, {printing pour» 
„ putting on with the finger. Yet Sprinklings were the molt 
lemn ; in alluſion to which, the Blood of CazisT is call'd the 
bod of ſprinkling, not of dipping. And in ver, 19. He calls 
ne of theſe Baptiſms, ſprinklings. Sprinkled therewith” the 
ok and all the People. Hence I argu'd, if many, or moſt, of 
ſe Baptiſms were done by ſprinkling, then ſprinkling is true 
proper Baptiſm, according to the Signification of the Word. 
> this Mr. M. oppoſes himſelf, Mr. Krach and Mr. Gil], 3 
nies, that the Apoſtle referrs to all the cerimonial Puriſications 
ver. 10. Becauſe in ver. 19. 2 the Word 2 
rinkled. Mr. K:ach argues againſt his Opponent, ptizo 
pot us'd in Heb. ix. 19. But Rantizo, ** Speak, ſays he, 
and confeſs your ignorance : Or elſe acknowledge your Sin, in 
going about to deceive the People, by making them * 
that ſprinicling is in the Greek baptizing. Not ſo faſt, I cat 
ither acknowledge Ignorance, nor Deceit, in the Caſe. Bepri- 
is not us'd in ver. 19. And who ſays it is?“ You muſt needs 
know, ſays he, that the Greek Word in ver. 19. is rantizing.”” 
rue, I know it; and all the better it is for my Purpoſe.” For 
y Argument has all it's Fotce from the Change of the Phraſe. 
ad the Apoſtle us'd baptizo in ver. 19. I could have had no bet- 
Argument than this, viz. ſome of theſe Baptiſms are Baptiſms, 
t his uſing rantite, affords me this clear Argument, wiz. ſome. 
theſe Baptiſms are Sprinklings. Certainly our Opporients are 
dly at a Loſs for Arguments, when they urge againſt us what 
(Wakes for our Cauſe, 1 
Bur left I mould not be fully anſwered, Mr. Gillis Teftimony 
ſubjoin'd, 1. He denies, * that theſe ceremonial Waſhings tool 


e kl Sprinklings at all, either generally or particularly; but aſſerts} 
ing, ey were perform'd always by bathing or dipping in Water.“ 
rater, WV ho can avoid Amazement in hearing ſuch an hardy Aſſertion 
err, om one, who profeſſes to believe the Scriptures! I would de- 
ntion re the Reader to peruſe the following Scriptures, which, for ſake 
[ fe Brevity, I tranſcribe not, wiz, Exod. xxix. 20; 21. Numb. vill, 
and xix. g----19, Levi. xiv. 4---8. and xvi. 14. 19. And ay 
not, WE that reads theſe Texts, let him conſider; to whit deſparate 


hifts Error will drive thoſe who are enſnared by it. 
2. Hu ſays, *, theſe Baptiſms were call'd divers, not becauſe 
they were performed different Wiys, as ſame by ſprinkling; 
others by pouring, and others by plunging ; but becauſe of the 
different Perſons and Things, which were the Subjects thereof. 
ind is this he whom Mr. N. calls the learned Mr. Gill? T 
ue, this Gloſs makes for lis Purpoſe, but is expreſsly contri: 

. Auicdorz 


mietory £0 the Apoſtle, The Apoftle ſays, the Waſhings 
vers, No, ſays Mr. Gill, the Waſhings were the ſame, al 
Perſons only were divers: Theſe are the Men who call fh 
ry Scripture, and expreſsly withſtand it, When advanced 
r the Teſtimony he quotes from Maimoni des, it is already 
fantially conſider d. Nor need J obſerve more upon it, but! 


4 by the A 
delay in re 
tizing on t 


M's Argu 


that Mai moni des wis not more learn'd,, nor more orthodox, (ill Ah 1 
Moſes. Upon the whole my Argument muſt needs remain h. 18 1 4 

| 2 when nothing but lach — Stuff can be oppd a 7 7 ; 
to jt. 1. | Fe Hol 
I I next advanc'd three parallel Texts, in each of which | 332 
Word Baptize ſignifies to Crinkle, not to dip, viz. Matt. iii. pired 0. 
Mark i. 8. Luke iii. 16. He ſhall baptize you with the ag. And 


Ehoft, and with Fire. Now the Scriptures every where expn 

Baptizing with the Holy Ghoſt, by ſprinkling, or pouring for 

His Influencies on Perſons, as 42s ii 17. Joel ii. 28. Iſai. xl 

3. And Exel. xxxvi. 25, 26, Cc. but no where is it expreſ 

y dipping or plunging. The Sum of what Mr. A. anſwe 

| Hereto, is, 1. * That the Word is not us'd in theſe Texts proper 
But metaphorically ; and therefore it is unreaſonable to infer it 

Proper Senſe therefrom.” How a Perſon who underſtands a Me 

taphor, can reaſon thus, I know not. Every ' School-Boy, wh 

has -learn'd his Rhetorick, knows, that a Metaphor gives d 
Name of one thing to another, becauſe of ſome Reſemblance | 

teen them. A Metaphor, without a Reſemblance, is an exprel 
Contradiction. Seeing, then, there is a Reſemblance, we can df 
cover the proper Senſe of a Word, by it's metaphorical Uſe, wit 
at Certainty, Mr. M. ſays, © according to this looſe and wil 

* Reaſoning, the Word Baptize may ſignify giving, or ſendiny 

* becauſe we read of giving and ſending the Holy Ghofl. 4nþ 
It is a more looſe 04 wild Way of talking to inſinuat, 
that the Influence's of the Spirit are never expreſs'd pri 
erly, becauſe they are ſometimes expreſs'd metaphorically 

uſe haptizing in the cited Text is metaphorical, will it folloy 

that giving and ſending are metaphorical too? No. 14 
2. Hz ſays, © Ong with the Holy Ce has only a R& 

ifts of the Apoſtolick Times, and nd 
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t0 the ſanctifying Influence's of the Spirit. Hence none are hap 3 
tized with the Holy Ghoſt ſince miraculous Gifts have ces that bo 
And this Bptizing, be ſays, was fulfilled on the Day of Penta ngder : 
and that the Account the Scripture gives us of it, does nd nd 
obſcurely point out the Mode o baptizing by plunging ; wi iudoe tl 
the Spirit like a ruſhing mighty Wind, filled all the Houſe when s 
they were ſitt ing: And in the Appearance of cloven Tongues ſat uni. . Holy 
each of them: And they were all filled with the Holy Ge Tern 
On this he ſays, the Diſciples were overwhelmed and covered ndifferen 
© with the Holy Gho/---And as it were, dipped or plunged in hin, Mike, 54 
Still I confeſs theſe laſt Expreſſions ſhock me, however grateful pance ; | 
they are to Plungers, He might as well argue, that we are bap bapto nat 


che ſame 


— 
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1 by the Air, becauſe it is about us, and above us. But, not 

ane clay in remarking on all exceptionaBle Things, if this ver 
4 tizing on the Day of Penteco/? be expreſs d by pouring then 18 

by u. Argument overthrown, and that it is ſo expreſs'd, appears! 

' WM, ver. 17. 7 will pour out of my Spirit upon all Flab. An 

18. 1 will pour out in thoſe Days of my Spirit. ver. 33. He 

þ fed forth, or (txechie) bath poured forth, this which ye now 


Mr. M. aſſerts, that the Promiſe of baptizing 


and hear. 


vhich h the Holy Ghoſt, was fulfill d on the Day of Pentecoſt, The 
te. ii bired Pen-man, three Times in the ſame Chapter, expreſſes this- 
th ing by pouring; therefore Baptiſm is rightly performed by 
e e uring. And ſeeing. Mr. M. owns, that it is ſpoken, * in referrence 
ws'l to the then well known Mode of baptizing in Water.“ It will 
Iſai 1 low, that the then well known Mode and Practice of baptizing 


Water, was by pouring it out on the baptized. '\And as he 
elſes, that “ if any one will enlighten him of an Error in 
; Point, he will be obliged to him.” It may be hop'd he will 


Properly in Seri ; 

infer Neid to plain Scripture. : : 

ds a Ml 400 THER Place full to our Purpoſe is 1 Cor. x. z. The Iſraelites 

oy, wi re all baptized unto Moſes, in the Cloud, and in the Sea. Ang 

ives are told how this Beptiſm was performed in P/a. Ixvüi, 7, 8, 9. 

ance | GOPD----when thou didſi march through the Wilderneſs----The 
arth ſhook, the Heavens dropped---Thou O GOD, didft ſend 4 
can d 6 Rain. Now, i baptizing here ſignifies plunging, 

ſo wlll 2 underſtand, that the Maelites were lifted up, and douſed 
on into the Cloud, and the Sea; which is direaly contrary to 


ripture The Rain was pour'd upon them from the Cloud, 
d thereby they were baptized. : 

| I came next to couſider their Argument from Scripture-Examples, 
d in anſwer to what they urge from John's bapting in Jordan; 
pd at Err, becauſe there was much Water there, I obſerved, 
That if Johns had preach'd in Jeruſalem, and afterwards gone 
ut to a River or Pool, to baptize his new Converts, there had 
een ſome colour of probability that he plunged them : But the 
ale was otherwiſe : He preach'd at Jordan, and took the neareſt 
Water he had. Mr. M. thinks the Texts are ſo full in his Favour, 
to need no Explanation ; © conſidering that 1 grant, 
that baptizo natively ſignifies to dip, or plunge.” But he ſhould 
> ol onfider, he deals with one who grants no ſuch Thing; who has 
! anifeſted the contrary ; and is not willing jurare in verba magiſtri. 
judge the Miſtake of ſome great Men has proceeded from their 
onfounding bapto with baptizo; and not obſerving how conſtantl 
ne Holy Ghoſt has diſtinguiſhed them in the New-Teftament. if 
he Terms were ſynonymous, they would both have been uſed 
ndifferently, to expreſs the Ordinance of Baptiſm. But contrary- 
iſe, baptizo is always us'd when mention is made of ſaid Ordi- 
pance; and bapto not ſo much as once. Hence it follows, if 
*apto natively ſignifies to dip or plunge, baptizo does not ſignify 
de ſame; for I hope none * venture to aim, that the Holy 
; - PLUS 


a — 


2 


4 . ſtudiouſly, and conſtantly, keeps up a Diſtinction withy iment ?? 
1 . : 3 be 7 - JET "3  » - 

; Vilerence. Arid if not, then to baptize is not ta dip or ned into © 
in Rrictneſs of Speer. "at a9 | ray, beſure, | 
bur to return, Mr. M. aſſerts, that * in this Affair I am Wounted the V 
like the obſtinate Jeton, when they ſaid, I/ he be the King b. Baſon ful 
et bim now come down from the Croſs, and we will 312 och Water 

. Doubtleſs he deſigns hereby to expreſs how plain the Caſe is, WF iuch a wik 


Sow great my Obſtinacy. And might it not be ex tha 
would expoſc me with frength of — if TOY 
But inſtead thereof, he aſſures us, that it amounts to ſatify 
** Evidence, that John immers'd the People, if we confider, t 
he baptized in Jordan, and at Enon, becauſe there was my 
7 Water there, and that CHaIs being baptized came up out 
the Water.” O how ſatisfying is this Evidence, when he 
no Argument at all againſt what I offered, but, ſimply repeats | 
refuted Objection! Has Mr. A ſhewn, that none could bapi 
min Jordan without dipping under it's Waters ? Jobs baptiz'd 
Jordan; therefore he baptiz'd bv plunging. Famous vide 


this! He baptized in Enon, becauſe there was much Water, the the Scrip 
fore he baptized by plunging. „The Argument would be + when 70, 
evident, if it could be proven, that none can baptize v firy of « 
there is much Water, any other Way but by plunging. Muell as Er 
until this difficult Point be proven, their Argument will not cu ſuch a pop! 
.* clude.” Char. Plea. pag. gt. None of theſe ' Argumeniſſthe Miniſtr 
has Mr. H. refuted ; yet he has ſatisfying Evidence. But he Ar ſays 


the People went out to John from Jeruſalem, not only to e from the 
* him preach, but alſo with a Deſign to be baptized.” But “ dip the 


Queſtion was, did John preach in Jeruſalem, and afterwards f“ himſelf, 
cout to a River to baptize his new Converts.. To this Mr. M. WH Reatoners 
anſwer with Admiration, Who can number the Objections wh himſelf, v 
* Unbelief will invent!“ And this is all the Anſwer we are l But be th 
to get. Thus, © he has review'd his Argument, and finds need of 1 
* ſtands unmoveable.” Yes, it is fixed in his Book; and Water tw 
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know Litra ſcripta manet, the Print ſtands. firm. His trifling 
Remarks on my ſaying, that John baptized in Jordan, becauſe i 
contained real Water, I let paſs without further Cenſure. 
I undertook to ſhew ** ſufficient Reaſon, why John baptizt 
where there was much Water, without ſuppoſing him to do fo i 
the ſake of plunging ; vis. The Multitudes he baptized require 
a large Quantity, 'tho' he had uſed but a little to each Perſon; 
There was need of much, that the People, and their Horſes might 
drink ; and that he might * ro Offence to the Jews, by bap 
tizing in what they would account polluted Water. But it ap 
ears not, that the Wilderneſs of yudea afforded Water ſufficient 
Yr theſe Purpoſes; therefore it was needful to go where it ws 
plentiful: Nor is it at all probable, that 7% baptized by immer: 
fion, confidcrivg how immodeſt it would have been for Males 
Females to ſtrip before ſuch Crouds. Where had they RetiremenÞ 
1 in which to dreſs, or undreſs? Or where could all get Change 


* 


# \/ * 
© 


with * Mr. A. ſays, That a Baſon full of Water, 

or e ried into a. Meeting -Houſe, would go a great ” A get 
| ay, beſure, among I houſands | But would not the Jews have 38. 

I an anted the Water polluted after it was once uſed ? And how 

1 of „ Baſon full have ſupplied Man and Horſe with Drink ? That. 

eve Hoch Water was neceſſary for this laſt Purpoſe, Mr. A. ſays, ** 1s. 

© ſuch a wild and extravagant Fancy, that it deſerves not a ſerigus; 


xerciſing Reaſon, think it wild and extravagant to ſay, that many” 
nouſand People and Horſes need much Water? Would it be more. 
bber to ſay, that a Baſon-full would go a great way among them ? 
He urges, that there is no intimation in the Text or Context 

* ſuch a Thing.“ But does not Common-Senſe intimate, that 
nany People and Horſes will drink much Water? And are the 
_ written for ſuch as have not Common-Senſe? No, 
ertainly. ; ; | 

4 it ſeems, © very inadvertent, to ſay no worle, to 4 
ſent that the Multitudes were baptized of John in Eren, When 
the Scripture is plain, that they were baptized in Jordan and 
* when John was at Enron, the Crouds then attended the Mini- 
try of ChrIsT.” Anſ. My Obſervation reſpected Jordan, as; 
well as Exon. Nor is there any Inconſiſtency in ſaying, that in 
ſuch a populous Country, there were ſufficient Crouds to attend 
the Miniſtry both of CuRISs T and John. *." + 
Hz ſays, © If John intended to cut off Occaſion of Offence. 
from the Jes, he muſt not only uſe running Water, but alſo 
dip the Perſons in it, anſwerable to the unclean Perſon's bathing, 
* himſelf, Numb. xix. 17, 18.” But were the Jews no better 
Reaſoners? Becauſe a Perſon ceremonially unclean muſt bathe 


but be that as it will, my Argument ſtands good, that Job» had. 
feed of much Water, ſeeing it was offenſive to uſe the ſame 
Water twice; “It is even aftoniſhing, ſays he, how weak and. 
* impertinent our Opponent objects, that the Wilderneſs of Ju-- 
dea afforded not Water ſufficient for ſaid Purpoſes; ſeeing» 
'* where John baptized there was enough to dip Perians all over. 
The Meaning of 1MPERTINENT is ſurely hid, either from Mr 
M. or from me: For this Argument has no imaginable ſhew of 
Oppoſition to what I urg'd. If there was not ſufficient Water in 


was plenty, to accommodate Man and Beaſt, c. After all, he ſays, 
** my Objection from the Scarcity of Water is fully anſwer'd in 
Deut. viii. 7. The Lord thy God bringeth tbee- inte a Land 
Brooks of Water, of Fountains, and of Depths.” What, then, is 


ſcarcity of Water; nor to accommodate the People; for that 

would be wild and extravagant; therefore he left it for noReaſon at 

all. It is alſo to be noted, that his Gloſs on Deut. viii. 7. would 

prove, were it true, that even the Wildegneſs abounded with Wage, | 
wW 
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Anſwer.” Hence he will give it no Anſwer at all. But can one 


himſelf, will it follow, that Baptiſm muſt be performed by dipping? 


the Wilderneſs, it was neceſſary that John ſhould go where there 


the Concluſion? Job left not the Wilderneſs of Fudea through 


| 
| 
| 


eehte) to Scripture.” But it ſeems wo wuch bis hu red ch 
anſwer one Text with — and fo dane Gen ü y * 110 
ion, rather than not have ſomething to ſay. A Cn ro and o. 
1 o the reſt he anſwers in the Lump, that the Fewws can into form, 
iy ſuppos d ſcant of Raiment for ſuch Purpoſes ; nor at 7 er 
3 how to preſerve the Rules of Decency and odeſty.” Buy _ 2: 
it not be ſuppos'd, that the Publicans and Harlots who d m_ 
not comply with the Laws of purifying, were ſcanty ? "And de Water 
705 — 1 15 emales — ſtrip, before a Multitude, and 11 . OP 
| no loſs how to preſerve the R | EY | anuch's Ba] 
* nd 1 nor can I dine. 9 Modefy, rom nn ＋ 
I obſerv'd, that the original Words i 375 1 er. But th 
polla, do not neceſſarily SGonify r * Water * point in Del 
M. demands e Inſtances where the original Words muſt be Wo of the! 
underſtood.” I conclu d e firmly, that none tho 1 derſtand G 0 at the Eur 
will deny, that po/la fignifies many. and hudata, Waters, fo by ut the whol 
there is no need to ſearch for Inſtances, And the Teſtimo jes to plun 
gredible Travellers, who report that Ehon is a Place of "7 poſed Circ 
Springs, yet none of them deep enough to plunge in, is many were in 
profunpeive Prof, char the Words mult be en Rage. dat 
Sag may N in other Places. 7 . Cf 
"Hz fays, “ If Reſpect is had to ſomethin „N 
— the Mode of Baptiſm, the Reaſon given by the 20 8 8 
bar, baptiz'd there, wiz. becauſe there was much War, rere plung 
 # would not be at all expreſſive.” What is already ſaid ſh * vrt tir 
the contrary: There was good Reaſon why John ould ba ' plung d. 
where there was much Water; becauſe where he ba a2 d. th 1 
. Crouds gathered and muſt be ſupplied as aforeſaid. P42 ad, | the Wate 
The Anabaptiſis argue from Mat. ii. 16, and 42s viii. 38. 10 * 
at Our Saviour, and the Eunuch were dipt, becauſe ** ö — * Ba 
— by go down into the Water, and come up out of it 4 * Point, viz, 
1 d, that. the whole Force of their Argument here depends „ in Geffe 
on the ſmall Propoſitions, into and out of; which dus it is a 
© poſe, prove them ipp! ; which, they ſup. Bn Arzum 
e e. to have been dipp'd. But how forc'd is the MW I obierv 
2 Conſequence ? They went into, and out of, the Water; there- 2 
As 525 0 . ue it: No doubt, becauſe none can ? Sober 
| | e Water, unleis t o under it; : 11 
« unleſs they have been at e "Mr. . dam, the h * 
ae 28 - 4 1 925 Read a Baptiſt author, that ate c yore 
e Manner I talk?” A. I either utte ly Miſtake : 
Mr. M. or he himſclf argues in the ſame 41 
he does not put his Argement into form, Lapel 3 | oped, 
| E : — 4 2 and 3 are the ſame. If not, i Fug I 
| ute me. R | 
| Baptiſm, which, he ſays, © ſets the hs 10 lo * 215 5 * 2 
| | wo, why no Objection, of any Weight, can poſſibly be Wy Jottor 1 
againſt what they profeſs.” And thus the Argument pro- * 


eds, they came to a certain Water; they both 
ff into the Water ; and that the Matter might be yet clonal tis 
| | „ added 


! 


added, 50 <DI ip anc Lunuch; hat E. | iz d 
bre) him; chat they both came up out of the Water. A 
e not this Argument plainly depend on, the Prepoſitions 
Sone ro and our or? Where elle lies it's great Strength? Pu 
ino form, and it will ſtand thus, vis. They both went nt: 
care came out of, the Water; therefore they were plung' d unde 
a Loo. But he will not venture his Cauſe on this Argument, ai 
ut may; -refore obſerves, that theſe Circumſtances prove they were in 
ho d the Water: And the Meaning of the Word proves, that they 


d hoe were dipp'd.” And does this unanſwerable Argument, from . ; 


Yet befW&unuch's Baptiſm, turn out ſo ? He can, it ſeems, prove no. mo 


odefty rom the Circumſtances of it, wg wg that they were in the Fay | 


xr, But this proves not, that they were plung' d, which is th 
bude Point in Debate. To help the Cauſe he flies. back to the men- 


M. ng of the Word Baptize. He might juſt as well have told uss 


be bat the Eunuch's Baptiſm will prove nothing for their Purpoſe $ 
Gree, Nut the whole of their Strength depends on this, that Baptizo Hgni- 
o that es to plunge, and nothing elle, The Matter is thus. Taeſs 
ny of@alted Circumſtances will do nothing of themlelves, but prove 
many Whey were in the Water, It is already ſhewn, that, Baptizo will, 
good ot make for them. So that if there be not ſomething in his, ca. 
how- ey have nothing left. "ad | 5 f 43 21 
[ obſerv'd, that their Argument depended on this Maxim, that 
Perſon could not go into, and out of the Water, unleſs they, 
rere plunged under it. Mr. M. after ſome of his Capie 
duns © that they may go into it an hundred Times, and not be, 
* plung'd. But ſays this is very different from the Caſe,' when tha 
* Adminiſtrator, and Perſon to be Baptiz'd, do both go down into. 


*3 , 


* Here the one goes into the Water to be Ba tiz d, and comes. 
up a Baptized Perſon.” If I underſtood him, we learn this, 
Point, viz. that going into the Water does not ſignify to go under, 
t, in Gefferal ; but only when a Perſon is to be Baptiz d. And, 
hus it is a full and accompliſh'd begging of the Queſtion in Debate 2. 
in Argument of which they need oy Fr aſham'd. N 
[ obſery'd, that they who go down to the Sea in Ships E/ cviis, 
3. are not ſuppos'd to go under Water. Mr. M. bids me © aſe, 
* Sea-men then, if they do not go under Water when the Stormy, 
Wind ariſeth, &c.” If I ſhould aſk, I would doubtleſs be told, 
hat it does not always blow Tempeſtiouſty at Sea. And his Reply. 
deing only calculated for a Storm, will be of no Service to his 
Cauſe in a Calm. ** f 5 er 
I obſerv'd, © that if out of the Water, be the ſame as from under 
t, we can then prove, that Philip was plung'd as well as the Eu- 
nuch; the ſame Phraze being us'd of both.” Here Mr. Rees, is, 
Quoted as a ſufficient Anſwer to this, and what I Quoted fi 
Doctor Ridgely. He ſays none ſuppoſe Philip and the Eunu hy 
were all under Water, with their whole Bodies; but that the 
both ſtood in the Water, and Philip put the Eunuch under ity 
| | . : = and 


- 


* the Water, the one to Baptize, and the other to be Baptia d.. 


_—_ , —  - w_ __—@ — — - 


bot of it. And when 4 Pe 


_ © Diminutive expreſſion, a certain Warrr, ſeems to intimate (j 


Road; then whoever would be Baptis'd muſt go where the 


that the 1 might more readily take it up with his Hand 


* conſider that the Apoſtles 


deen rais'd, and plac'd upon his after Baptiſm ; he's * all th 
2 make uſe of his underſtanding in — 4 out of K. e 6 ..frs th 
tedall we want. If none ſuppoſe Philip and the Eunuch were tl onverted, u 
wholly under Water, then ought none to ſuppoſe, that into Metz d. 
-gur of the Water, implies plunging. If the Phraſes will or had the) 
prove that 4a oe lung d, neither will they prove, that Mot Baptize 
Sunuch was. e calls Doctor Ridgely's. an odd Notion, but M lunging; t 
not refuted it; nor ſo much as directly oppos d it. For be it ef chat 
chat the Act they f ak of, is being rais d or riſing; yet why ear a River 
the Doctor ſpeaks of; is coming up out of the Water e is no they could 
eriticifing en Re/urgimur, but on out /. So that his Argument: Rivers ar 
: good enough for ought that is ſaid againſt it. ife : And 
* TI obſerv'd, that Ferom and Eu/chivs, who lived not th 19 Fonts 


rtions need 
we, that it 
ce 


7 Hundred Years from that Time, aſſert, the Place was only 
Spring of Water, where the Eunuch was Baptiz d: And thi 


Ordinance, 
they dippe 
agine the 
* Pe 
d WI 
* of th 
{. Theſe ſ 
M. gives 
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> Much." This Mr. M. has thought fit to pd over. 

22 Acain, it greatly lefſens the Force of their Argument fron 
theſe Examples, that we never Read of any going into or out 

«of Water, ſave only when they were in the Woods, or on the 


2 Water was; and not having Veſlels to take it up withal, i 
+ was therefore convenient to go à little way into the Water, 


FS we Read of Perſons uſually going .out of Houſes or Citie 
to a Water convenient for dipping ; of their being rur 1x70 


« it, and Taxzn ov of it; of their putting off their Cloatsy iſ" pou tt 
and yuTTING them on ; there would then be mov" Weg, VE 
1 — that they were Baptiz d by dipping : But zer Places 
Things are now related there appears no Tobabiliry hates to a F 
it was ſo.” Mr. AM, anſwers, that“ we Read not dne the) 
Water was brought to any Houſe, to pour upon Peron Ir if ou 
hat it's very improbable the Eunuch had no Veſſeg . the Gre, 
with him in the Chariot. It's a query what Diſeaſes the Bap. Made £119: 
«« zers labour'd under, that they could not reach the Water, zuiſies fro, 

1 without going into it. That we read of People going to be red, © Uh 

«© Baptiz'd of Jobs in Fordon, and Exon; and where came they, d out of, * 
from but out of their Houſes? But the Queſtion: is, did John Wi © figmi 
po in Houſes or Cities, and from thence go out to a River vw. M. lay 
ptize his New Converts? We know People went out of theit nd ou? e 

| Houſes to hear Jobn, and be Baptiz'd if Convinc'd ; but what 1ontrary 
this to the Queſtion ? Nothing at all. It's alſo plain, that com- apy "1 
mon Senſe teaches Perſons, who are under no Diſeaſes, to take un ! 

| the moſt Convenient way, in doing their Buſineſs. But I need ud ©. * 
| 2 Words : I can venture to leave a Reader of but common while 
| Judgement to make Remarks on Mr. Ms preſent Anſwer to the, 110 
| ing Obſervations. wed | e' Ne 
+I obſerv'd, that © this n Rill leſs probable, Wben de not 
not Convenience every where 9 282 


=_—_ 


bvige all they Baptis d. They preach'd wherever they came * 
herever they preach'd ſome were converted; and whoever were /: 


mnverted, 9 Profeſſion of their Faith, were immediatelx 
ow they were not always nigh to Rivers or Ponds; | 


into * uaptiz d. 8 
will or had they Fonts erected for this end; they muſt either then 


ot Baptize at all, or elſe muſt do it ſome: other way than | 
P q by 


that f 

but E bunging; that is, by pouring or ſprinkling.” Mr. 44. 

be it Hef that the Apoſtles could not Baptize for want of being 
7et ear a River or Pond“ 2 I dont ſay they could not Baptize, - 
Te is no they could not plunge. And I think its proven from hence, 


t Rivers and Ponds are not every where, nor beſides every 
uſe: And as plain, that the Heathen, who us'd not Baptiſm, 
vo Fonts erected for that Purpoſe. Now if ſuch Self-Evident ' 
rtions need Proof, we may with equal Reaſon be requir'd to 
ve, that it is ſometimes Pay, and ſometimes Night. 24.3 
Wi: fays, © it's not in the leaſt probable, they dipped ſome and 
prinkled others; for wherever we Read of Adminiſtring this 
rdinance, 'tis fill expreſs'd by the Word Baptize. I did not 
they dipped any at all: And unleſs I had faid ſo, I cannot 
wwine the uie'of Mr. M's Obſervation. He further Notes, that *' 
thoſe Places where Baptiſm is but juſt mentioned, are to be com- 
par d with other Scriptures, which give a full and clearer Ac- 
count of the Manner and Circumftances of it's Adminiftration,” 
/ Theſe ſuppos'd clearer Places we have been conſidering, and 
M. gives them up as inſufficient of themſelves, and has fe- 
rſe to the Meaning of the Word Baptizo. InTo and our oF 


INT0 
ly prove them to have been in the Water, as he owns, but not 
mot t they were plung'd. Hence he flies for refuge from thoſe 
But a MFzrer Places, to where Baptiſm is but ' juſt mention'd. When it 
; that Wines to a pinch the Signification of Baptize muſt do all. It only 
t theres they were dipp'd. 4 
erſon Bur if our Tranſat n proves them to have been in the Wa 


V eſſe WF, the Greet Propofitions wil! not prove even that much: This 
„rade evident by various Inſtances; ſhewing that apo commonly 

nifies from, and e often the ſame, and ei, often to; and ob- 

red,“ that to bring Inſtances where ers and e& fignify into, 

d out of, will not ſerve their Turn; they muſt ſhew that they 

ver ſignify leſs, and eſpecially in the controverted Places. 

r. M. ſays, © if they take it for granted, that they ſignify into, 

their and ont of, in the controverted Place, I can never ſhew to the 

vat is Wl contrary but they are right: And I ought to have ſhewn the 

com- Words are wrong tranſlated, elſe I make only a noiſe and bluſter in 


take WJ Vain” But is this Mr. M.? Does he, after all his Confidence, 
1 not W's give up the Affirmative, and in effect. ſay, he cannot prove 
mon WS wile he ventures the whole Affair upon my proving the 
3 the e Negative? Does my Argument oblige me to prove the Ne- 

e? No. I have fully anſwer'd my Kepoſe, by ſhewing that 


cannot prove the Affirmative ; which he is ſtrongly obliged to 
. Accordingly he undertakes it; nor is he at a Loſs tor an 
© ft Argu- 


o this Mr. A. oppoſes the Aﬀſembly's Notes on Nm. vi. 5 whe _ 
plain the Metaphor —— Þ 2— thus, As Plants eng EY 
receive Juice and Frui from the Stock, ſo Believers re: 
ceive ſpiritual Life from Cats.“ This explaing planting, but 
hat follows does not ſo well explain, ix Taz Likeness op 
's DraTH, vis. © A Plant ſet in the Earth lies dead for a Time, 
but afterwards ſprings = flouriſheth ; ſo Cuntsr's Body 
lay dead for a Time in the Grave, but ſprang up and re-flou- 
rihed in his Reſurrection This may explain the . Metaphor +. 
f 2 Burial, but not of Killing or Death, What follows in the 
aotation, is to the ſame Purpoſe : But theſe Words, in the Like- 
+; of his Death, are not yet explain'd in this Note; and fo 
ill remain to warrant my Argument. The Death of CnRIS T is 
much ſignified in Baptiſm, as his Burial and Reſurrection: And 
Metaphor of Planting agrees to it ; for the Croſs was fix'd in 
e-Ground, and fet as a t, and he hung thereon... On the 
hole, I may fill aſk, what greater Reaſon is there for a bap⸗ 
{mal Burial, than for a baptiſmal Crucifixion ? If the one muſt 
reſembled, why not the other? | | . 
Bur Mr. M. for wiſe Ends no doubt, has paſs'd over the lat- 
r Part of the ſame Paragraph ; which I will ſet before ome, in 
iz. Are not the Blood of Caz1sT, and the Influences 0 
Spirit of God, fignified by Baptiſm? And is not the Bl 
call'd the Blood of ſprinkling, and theſe Influences expreſs'd by 
3 Well, and wh ſhould not theſe be reſembled in the 
Mode of Baptiſm,” as well as 1 reſt, ſeeing they are ſignified 
by Baptiſm ?' And how can thele be repreſented but by ſprink- 
ling, pouring, or waſhing. { MM wp 3 
I next propoſed, ** that it ſhould be proven dipping was then 
* us'd, before it be aſſerted, that the Apoſtle alludes to it. To. 
rove this Mr. u. preſents us with ſeveral Teſtimonies, r. The 
3 on IS ay, « He ſeemt to allude to it.” 2.” 
Mr. Pool's, which he miſerably perverts, by quoting only an Opinion 
hich is rejected thus, © He (the Apoſtle) 4 4: 50 altacth to the 
* Manner of baptizing in thoſe warm Eaftern Countries, which 
* was to dip or plunge the Party baptiz'd, and as it were b 
* him for a while under Water.” But the Place runs thus, Some 
* think he alludes here to the Manner of baptizing in thoſe warm 
** Eaſtern Countries, &c, as before. Others think, with greater 
/ Reaſon, that this Phraſe is uſed to ſignify that Union and Com- 
munion Which Believers have with Caz1sT in his Death and 
5 Burial, which is ſignified by pouring Water on the Perſon (like 
4 Earth or Duft on a dead Body) and not as by dipping him un- 
der Water,” What will not Mr. M. dare fr his Cauſe, when 
he can venture to-forge a Quotation? Can tell us, the Continuers 
df Pool's Notes aſſert the very Thing they contradict? His next 
Teſtimony is from Dr. Tower/on, who only offers the ſame A4na- 
baptiſflical Arguments, which I have been, and am refuting ; I 
zeed not, for a Complement to him, write all my Book over again. 
| N 
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He ſays * Immerſion. was the general Pra ice. of they 
Church, and of the Greek Church to this Day; and v 
think either the one or the other would have been ſo tem 
of ſo troubleſome a Rite, were it not that they were well a 
©. as the primitive Church might well he, that it was the oa 
< fiituted, and legitimate one.” But ſurely the Doctor ny 
have known, that many are as tenacious of more troubleſome; 
alſo expenſive Rites, of their own Invention; and among othy 
the Greek Church at this Day: And that there were many Abe 
pations in the primitive Church, n their Opportu 
to know the Apoſtle's Doctrine and Practice Thus he could þ 
deſtroyed his own Argument. Doctor Whitby ſays * Immer 
was religiouſly obſerved by all Chriſtians for thirteen Centuris 
To this I oppoſe Clemens, Euſebius, and Sozomen, Who relate 
the following Paſſage of the Apoſtle John, vix, That when 
return d from Pætmos to Epheſus, he committed the Education 


zn hopeful Youth, to a certain Biſhop or Miniſter, who afſten I furth 
garn'd diflolute, and became Captain of a Rout of Thieves, Ind that 
Apoſtle afterwards coming that way, ſolemnly demanded of cher us'd 
Biſhop his Charge; who acquainting him with the young M prove 
Apoſtacy, he was much grieved; and repaired without del fame / 
the Place where the Robbers haunted; he neither flieth ! cauſe ] 
** reſifeth, but exclaimeth, for this Pur poſe came I hither ; bn Ma. 4 
% me here your Captain; who in the mean Space, as he . the O. 
e arm'd, beheld him coming; but when he knew it was , rize t 
**.he was ſtricken with Shame, and fled away; the old Man, f ſtians: 
"<< getful of his Years, purſuet{ him flying, and crieth, My. Ma De: 
* why flieſt thou from me thy Father unarm'd and old ? O begging 
tender my Caſe,---be not afraid, as yet there remaineth h merſion « 
* of Salvation,---F wilt undertake for thee with CHAIs T: I Apoſtle 
** die for thee, if need be, as CuzisT did for us.-—I will hau that plu 
* my Soul for thine,---truſt to meg---CurisT ſent me. But Thus the 
hearing this, firſt ſtood ſtill, caſting his Countenance to * Bu 
'® Groung,---next ſhook off his Armour, anon trembled for fu Mode 
and wept bitterly. He embraced the old Man, and coming © licve 
% unto him, anſwered as well as he could for Weeping : So H © to a 
2 2 he ſeemed to be baptized with Tears, the Shaking of tin plant. 
Fand only omitted. Ecclef. Hift. Edit. Dr. Hanmer, pag. more 
"Hence tis plain, that Baptiſm, in that early Age of the Cui © Pract 
was perform'd by ſprinkling, how elſe could it be intelligible Ma. 
talk of baptizin = ſhaking the Hand with Tears? | ** Cann 
* * CYPRIAN in his Letter to Magnus alſo declares his Opinion tl © may 
the ſame Purpoſe : The Queſtion was, whether Baptiſm was val 56 ſtians 
when perform'd by ſprinkling : He anſwers, * that © in his hum #* the / 
* Opinion, the divine Benefits could not be maimed or weakene 
& 50 3 
— — — — — — * Ne 
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Nos quantum conciple mediocritas noſtra, eſtimamus in nullo mF 


A. ſegri, cu 
tilari & dehilitari poſſ. neficia divina, nec minus illi poſſe atiquid * — 


tipgere, ubi plena & toꝛa tide & dantis & ſumemtis acciptut. : 


any thifig leſs accrue to him, who received the Orgi- 
i — Faith, and to whom, with entire Faith it is ad: 
© miniſter'd.” And the Reaſon, he gives is, that the Soul is not 
leans'd from the Filth of Sin in Baptiſm, as the Body is from it's 
Pilthineſs in 8 common laver. And adds, * that * It ought'to. 
move none when they ſee the Infirm ſprinkled when they are 
* baptized ; feeing the holy Scripture by the Prophet Eesti ſays, 
* I will ſprinkle Water upon you, and ye ſhall be clean 
from all your Filthineſs.“ Fla Ye. 
Taz Coilncil of Carthage, in their Synodical Epiftle to Fidus, 
before quoted, expreſs their Judgement of baptizing by Aſperſion, 
in almoſt the ſame Words, which therefore I need not recite. 
Now who can believe the Aſſertions of Dr. Whithy and Towerſon, 
in the Face of ſuch indubitable Teſtimony -to the contrary ? For 
my Part I cannot. On the whole we fee how far Mr. . comes 
ſhort of proving that the Apoſtle alludes to the Mode of dipping. 
I further argued, that on Suppoſition there was ſuch a Practice, 
and that the Apoſtle alluded to it, yet it will not prove, that he ei- 
ther us'd or approv'd it. For if an Alluſion to a Practice will _ 
* prove the Approbation and Uſe of it, then we can prove, that the 
«* {ame Apoſtle both us'd and approv'd the Olympick Games,” be- 3 
* cauſe he often alludes to them.“ 77. 
Mx. 41. anſwers, The Caſe is not parallel; for, ſays he, were 
* the Olympic Games ordained of Gop? Did CyrisT autho- 
* rize them ? Does the Apoſtle ſay, that himſelf and other Chri- 
* ſtians ated in them? Or that they were defign'd to reprelent 
* a Death to Sin, c, But what is all this more than a poor 
begging the Queſtian in debate? And it is eaſy to retort, was Im- 
merſion ordained of God? Did CnRISH authorize it? Does the 
| Apoſtle ſay, that himſelf and other Chriſtians were plunged ? Or 
that plunging was deſigned to repreſent a Death to Sin? e. 
Thus the Point remains as it was, and my Argument is untouch'd. 
* Bur for my Part, I do not beleve the Apoſtle alludes to the 
* Mode of dipping in theſe Expreſſions, any more than I be- 
* lieve that he alludes to ſome Cuſtom of Chriſtians being faſtned 
to a Croſs in Baptiſm, by thoſe other Expreſſions, of being 
*« planted together in the Likeneſs of his Death: For I can ſee no 
* more reaſon for. believing the one than the other, and the one 
Practice is without Proof as much as the other.” wit; 
Mx. M. with 2 Bitterneſs anſwers, why, his Unbelief 
** cannot make the Word of Gop to be without Effect, tho it 
* may harden ſome others; and aſks, were there any ſuch Chri- 
* ſtians, who us d to faſten People to a Croſs in Baptiſm, in 
#* the Apoſtle's Days?” Anſ. I know of none ſuch; neither do 1 
know 
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Nec quemquam moveri debet, quod aſpergi vel perfundi videntun 
Rgri, cum gratiam dominicam conſequuntur. Guando {(criptyura ſanta 
per Ezekielem prophetam loquatur & dicat : Et aſpergam ſuper yog 
quam mundam, & mundabimini ac omnibus immunditlis veſtris, 


te Apoſtle, it fignifies our partaking of the Benekts purchaiaay* 
ba Death, Burial, c. On the 5 we ſee how bun- 
able Doctor Whitby's Words are, which Mr. M. adopts, that 
we are Buried with Cnaisr in Baptiſm, by being buried under. 
Water, and the Argument to oblige us to a Conformity to hie 
Death by Dying to Sin, is taken hence.” So then, be Holy, 
ye were dipp'd. But ſince this Gloſs makes the Apoſtle's r- 
ment weak and triffling ; and fince the Expreſſions can be better 
counted for otherwiſe ; we muſt conclude the Mode of Baptiſm 
not deſign'd in them. | » "F451" 
My ſecond Aﬀertion was, that the Scriptures afford clearer. 
rounds to us in favour of our Mode, than to our Oppenents'\ 
rainſt it. And, | Wart 
I. © It ſeems to be Propheſy'd off in Jai. 52. 15. He S 
ſprinkle many Nations. here's no need to prove, that this 
Text referrs to Goſpel times, it is ſo plain in the Context. Nor 
do I ſee one ſolid Reaſon that can be advanc'd againſt our; 
referring it to the Water of Baptiſm, as well as to the Blood of. 
CxyrisT, and Doctrine of the Goſpel.” Mr. M. inſtead. of 
aſoning, gives us railing, and unmannerly Language: And brings 
Mr. Gi, without Argument, Wondering at the pradigioul- 
heated Imagination, and Mind, ,captivated with a jingle of 
Vords, that can think Baptiſm is here intended Mr. M. ſays,” 
the Text is no where referred to in the N- Teſtament, on ſuch an 
Occaſion.” But can we not underſtand an O/d4-Tefament Text, 
nleſs it be mentioned in the New Does it's authority and per- 
picuity depend on its * Quoted? If not, Mr. M's Argument will 
o no Execution, He deſires me to ſhew the Place that proves, 
that this was fulfill'd by ſprinkling many Nations.“ I obſery'd,; 
chat the Blood which is call'd the Blood of Sprinkling, is fignt- 
fy'd by the Water of Baptiſm. And 'tis Matter of Fact, that in 
' theſe reſpects our Loxp has ſprinkled many Nations. This 
* propheſy ſeems Evidently to have had it's Accompliſhment” in 
the Apoſtle's Execution of that Commiſſion given in Mat. 28. 
Go, teach and Baptize all Nations. Nor was it only fuld 
by the Apoſtles, but is by Miniſters. of CnRTs T in every Age. 
Now ſuch a propheſy, plainly verify'd in it's fulfillment, is 
* aclearer Argument for us, than a ſuppos'd Alluſion can be againſt 
Rus.“ Now while Baptiſm is adminiſter'd by Sprinkling, among 
0 A 8 Nations, he need not aſk, where this — 
is fu d. \ - | . 
II. I obſerv'd, “ that the Scriptures give us Examples of ſeveral- 
O Perſons, who ſeem to have been Baptiz'd by pouring, more | 
7 bably than by dipping : As the three Thouſand in As 2. 4. 
Who were Baptiz'd in one Day ; yea in Part of a Day, and for, 
i ought that appears, only by twelve Men, who in ſo ſhort a Time 
could not dip the third Part of them. They went not out of 
the City to a River or Pool, er of which were within it- 


Ce.“ Now I think he is cauſeleſsly confident, wha. GE 


that © it's fir more probable they were Baptiz'd by Immerha 
. What Circumſtances ſhew it to be ſo? Says he, as the Wa 
Its fignifies, and as others were, of whom the Scriptures give 
fuller Account.” | Theſe fuller Accounts we have already coy 
der'd; and Mr. AV. "himſelf declar'd them inſufficient, laying # 
the Streſs on Baptizo, yet he has recourſe to them again. There 
* appears to the contrary, but that the Seventy Diſciply 
"were there.“ But this will only intangle his Argument the me 
For is it 1 there was Water enough in the (ity 1 
3 a * FO a hoes that would contain Eighty 
ptizers, and as tized, all at once | 
839 pi Cornelius and ee us a \ = 
5 | 
2 ment. Ads. to. 47. Peter's Words are Memorable, : Call v4 8 
D forbid Water, that theſe ſhould not be Baptized ? He does ng "a N a 
3 ſay, can any hinder to go to a Water? But, can any fili el to 
_ * Water Which intimates that Water was to be brought.” Mr, 5 f 2 
| M. ſays nothing to this Argument: Only tells us, © this Place y 4 * 
moſt be interpreted by other Scriptures, which ſpeak more cler ry h 
and full of the ſame Thing.” And I muſt referr the Reader * b 
to what I have already faid of theſe clearer Places. p . "I 
5 ** ALso all Circumflances concur to ſhew, that Paul was nd n pra 0 
5 plunged. Ads ix. 18. 19. He received fight, aroſe and un this M 
* Baptized, received Meat and was flrengthened: All ſeems to aſſert. 
* have been done in the Houſe where Ananias found him.“ M. . Quit 
M. argues, that he was not ſprinkled, * becauſe 'tis expreſsly ſal} then 
8 he aroſe and was Baptiz d. And there was no neceſlity for ther. 
riſing, had he been ſprinkled. The Streſs here is laid on his -Wrinklin 
ſing, to prove that he was plung' d: No doubt becauſe none can be Rue TY 
1 — , unleis they fit or lye. A proper Argument for Au WAV: 
 Gaptifiry.. | | ion 
| © Acalny in As xvi. 33. I obſerv'd, that the Jailor and hi _ 
Ra Houſe were Baptized after Midnight © Nor have we any Reaſon tis Adm 
* to believe, they all went out of the City, nor yet out of the e moſt f 
60 Houſe, fot Water to plunge in, &c.” To this Mr. M. anſwer rſion w. 
two Things. 1. © The Jailor brought Paul and Silas out of uch Water 
* Priſon ; and 'tis very probable he took them into his Houſe. 2, ful Min 
„Fe ſays, the Jailor and his Houſe-hold were not Baptiz'd uh Admi 
% Priſon, nor in his Houſe : For after they were Baptiz'd, 'ts ſome a! 
| * very expreſs, that he brought Paul and Silas into his Houſe,” Wherwiſe; 
Auf. The Caſe may be rightly apprehended thus, he firſt brought a ized 
them out of the Inner Priſon, or Dungeon, into a more comfor-, indn 
table Room; where he and his Family, being gather'd, were which 
Baptized. Afterwards he brought them into his own Houle, hu r is, 
dining Room, and ſet Meat before them. ver 34. had the 
rs true, we are not expreſsly told, that theſe Perſons were the 
* Baptiz'd by pouring or ſprinkling, much leſs thar they we" ly affir: 
<« dipp'd : But all concurring Circumſtances ſhew, that the for ; Will 
* mer is much more : probable than the latter, which is = 
14 25 P 


pader the 


brefent Argüment fequirés. Hereon Mr. M. obſerves, © that; 

— not certain of it myſelf, that the Perſons I referr to were. 

ſprinkled.” But did I fay, that if theſe Circumſtances make it 

t certain; I can prove it by no other Argument? Were not my 

ords plain, that tho* Scripture ſays not expreſsly, the afore - 

ſaid Inſtances of Baptiſm were by pouring Vet beſides the 

mentioned Circumſtnces; there are other Conſiderations will 

prove they were ſo ?” Do's he think I'm overcome, if I do 

t draw certain Concluſions from probable Premiſſes ? Or are 

Arguments convincing, becauſe he is abſolutely confident , of 

ir Truth? Ot rather, does not one expo imſelf to the 

nſure of Ignorance or Diſhoneſty, whoſe Concluſion is 2 

dader then his Premiſſes? He ſays, I have given no Inftan» 

ces of Perſons Baptiz'd by pouring, as he has of Perſons dipp'd ; 

as CHRIS T himſelf, and a Multitude of others.” But did — 

flinch from his Confidence in theſe Inſtances, when he was oblig d 

ectly to confront my Arguments? Did he not fly for Refuge 

the meaning of the Word Baptizo ? Why, then, does he ſo 

en advance his baffled Arguments ? Is it not too like a ſtriving 

carry the point by Clamour, which he cannot by reaſoning ? © 

I obſerv'd, “if the Scripture ſpeaks leſs expreſsly of this 

Point, it is to teach us; that a peculiar Mode is not eſſential 

to the Ordinance, as our Opponents fondly imagine it to be“ 

| this Mr. A. heaps reproaches. He Queries how I came 

cems u to aſſert, that Baptiſm is rightly Adminiſter'd by 2 vp 

„ Quite conſiſtentlß: For if no peculiar Mode is eſſen- 

Ty al, then is ſprinkling as good as any other. But he will know 

for lWther, © what makes me ſo Strenuous in Vindication of 

| hs f. ſprinkling ; if Baptiſm can be Adminiſtred eithet way.“ Anf« * © 

can becauſe the Auabaptiſts oppoſe it. And becauſe I judge it the _ 

way. But *© what Reaſon can we have for our baſe In- 

Wh ſinuations; that Immerſion is Immodeſt, Indecent, and tends to 

Murther and Adultery, if it is an indifferent Thing which way 

'tis Adminiſter d? An. 1 did not call it ſo very indifferent. 

he moſt favourable Judgement I ever form'd of Baptiſm by Im- 

rſion was, that it is not a Nullity. For if the Perſon is waſh'd 

h Water, in the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, by a 

ful Miniſter, the Subſtance of the Ordinance is retain'd : And 

h Adminiſtrations muſt not be reckoned null and void, becauſe 

ſome unwarrantable Additions in the Mode. If I had judged 

zerwiſe, I muſt of courſe have look'd upon the Anabaptiffs as 

1 Perſons; becauſe I'm convinc'd they err in the Mode. 
indneſs bid me expreſs the above Conceſſion in their favour, 

which Mr. Mf. makes a perverſe Uſe. 3 

T is, with him; an Evidence that they have the Truth, for 

had they not, I would certainly have afirm'd, that ſprinkling 

the only peculiar Mode of Baptiſm.” Not at all. But 

y afirm this Mode of talking is peculiar to bad Reaſoners. 

will it follow, ns. ab ential according to me; be- 


erſof 


" Wule IL judge, that no peculiar Mode is eſſential? A peculia 
is not eſlentia to the Ordinance 3 therefore they àre ri 
ſav, that plunging is the only Mode, and eſſential to Bapi 
This is an Argument worthy. of a bad Cauſe. If I do not 
that des aeg is eſfential, and the only Mode; it will fall 
that plunging is ſo. Or, if I own that plunging renders not Bayi 
null and void, it will follow, that they are right, even in my Jug 
ment, who fay it cannot be otherwiſe perform'd But it will fall 
only by Mr. 's Logick. It ſeems I muſt either deny that | 
Anabeptiſts are in the viſible Church, or own that gipping ih 
only Mode. But I muſt be forc'd by ſtronger Arguments befoy 
do either. On the whole my Judgement will ſtand confiſtex 
thus, vis. The Anabaptifts are viſible Chriſtians, and there 
fome good People among them; but they are ſadly miſtake 
ſeveral Things relating to Baptiſm. I do not ſay their Bayt 
is a Nullity ; for they retain the Subſtance of the Ordinance | 
they. run into grievious Abſurdities about the Mode of it. 

Bur I inſinuate the Caſe to be doubtful which is the Meth 
of thoſe who would either Introduce or Countenance Falſhood 

anſwer, this itſelf is a Falſhood, and a very Invidious one 1 

What Caſe do I make doubtful ? Do I fay it's doubtful wheth 
Pouring or plunging be the proper Mode? No, my Book 
E the ccntrar; to be true. I eſteem pouring. or ſprinkling! 

the proper Mode, and have proven it, if T miſtake not. G 

J. fay an improper Mode does not make Baptiſm void. Othe 
wiſe, the intermixing of error would make void Truth. He ug 
** why ſhould a proper ſubje& be eſſential to Baptiſm, but 
proper peculiar Mode not effential.” To which it is a ful 
cient reply; that a proper ſubje& is not eſſential to the Mode 
For the Subject is one Thing, and the Mode another. 

Wi are happily at length, come to my Third Aſſertion which» 

Tua our Node anſwers the Ends of Baptiſm, and is n 
ſuitable and Significant, © And whatever is moſt ſuitable we a 
* ſure is ordered of Gop, who can no more do what is un 
« and improper, than what is unjuſt and unholy.” Mr. M. fea 
fenſible that I have proven this Aſſertion ; for he turns his backe 
my Arguments that prove our Mode anſwers the Ends of Baptil 
without ſo much as attempting a Refutation, Tis true, 
entertains us with Remarks on Uzza's Death; and tells us Go 
made that Breach upon them, for not ſeeking him after f 
due Order: That the Mode of Worſhip appointed by Ge 
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mould be regarded: And as plunging is the Mode of Baptiu — 
order'd by him, we provoke him by uſing any other.“ I g. whoſe 
#' Gop has appointed this Mode, it is wrong to uſe. any otic _— 
But this is the very Point in Debate. And ſure it was needs 5 1 
for Mr. I. to write ſo much, when he muſt at laſt come thus re Ap 
beg the Queſtion. He profeſſes his Principle is clear and erz pech 
and yet interpretatively confeſſes, he cannot ſtand before hu ny ; 
ponent's Arguments, nor can prove his Aſſertion. But © It ny. I, 0 
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107 „ 
royen before and allow'd by many Pædobaptiſi Authors.“ 
he knows I allow it not. And if he would anſwer me, he 
4 not tell who are on his Side of the Queſtion. His former 
dofs we have ſeen; they - of a Piece with his preſent ones: 
> doubt he will by and by ſay, that he has refuted my Arguments 
this Place. But. ſeeing they are left unanſwer'd, I will fet them 
ore the Reader again: They are as follows, . Baptiſm fignt- 
fies the Dedication of the baptized Perſon to God. And does 
not a little Water anſwer this End, as well as an Ocean of ut? 
Gop has appointed that it be ſignified by Water: But where 
has he ſaid, that it cannot be ſignified without a large 
Quantity? Again, Baptiſm ſignifies the Soul's Juſtification by 
Car1sT's Blood, and Sanctification by his Spirit: And are not 
theſe Benefits ſignify'd by pouring a little Water on the Perſon ? 
Are not the true Properties of Water to be found in an Hand- 
ful of it, as well as in a River? It is already proven, that 
the Blood of CuRIs T, and Influences of his Spirit, are ex- 
preſs'd by ſprinkling when they are apply'd : And hereby our 
Mode of Baptizing by pouring or ſprinkling is not obſcurely 
pointed out to us: For the Water of Baptiſm ſignifies this 
Blood, and theſe Influences. And cannot ſprinkling repreſent 
ſprinkling ? Cannot pouring Water ſignify the pouring out of 
the Spirit's influences?” Now can any Perſon, even tho' he 
re Mr, He's Admirer, judge that all hefs Arguments are res 
ted by the Hiſtory of Uzza ? | 
I further obſerv'd, “ that Mode is moſt ſuitable which can 
be practiſed without Danger of Health in any Time of the 
Year, without immodeſty or indecency to any Perſon, before 
any Company, upon any occaſion, or in any Place where con- 
© veniency requires; and by which neither the Babe in the Cradle, 
9 nor the Decrepid, and Aged bed-rid Perſon can be hurt, nor 
any qualify'd Subject at all excluded from the Ordinance, But 
any may ſee that all this is only true of our Mode of Baptiſm, 
by pouring or ſprinkling. And. conſequently that God, wha 
can do nothing but what is ſuitable, has appointed, and does 
approve this Mode.” Mr. M. inſtead of a direct Refutation, 
Is us how © Terobeam told the People, it is too much for you 
to go up to Jeruſalem And I can tell him, the Papiſts may 
ort this way of talking with Advantage. For they perform 
e moſt Toilſome and Laborious worſhip in Chriſtendom. But 
y * is nothing, *f unleſs I had given inſtances of Perſons 
whoſe Health has been injur'd by plunging.” Anu. There 
ay have, been Hundreds who have contracted deadly Diſorders, 
it, tho* I know them not: Yea many may have been hurt 
ereby, who did not look upon that as the Cauſe. I cannot give 
particular Inftance of one, who in a Bloody Flux has been hury 
y bathing in cold Water : But will my not knowing an Inſtance 
3k ſuch a Thing not hurtful ? What Mr. M. Quotes from Mr. 
z and he from Sir John Flozer, about the Benefit, and 
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Healchfulneſs of cold Baths, is nothing to the Purpofe + Fer ful Minif 
confeſs'd, that a cold Bath, in various Diſeaſes, is Ruinous, of the 
the Argument will run on all Fours, thus, in ſome Diſeaſe, wholly e 

Baths are Healthful; in ſome Hurtful ; therefore they are goolfſſþp'd him 
every Diſeaſe. © . more fre 
He fays * the Aſſembly of Divines firſt introduc'd ſprini s in the 
in 1643.” But this is ſuch a Blunder as Ignorance itſelf q 
hardly excuſe; being directly againſt the Credit of all Hiſtory, 
we have ſeen already. The Argument from Modeſty and] 
cency is Anſwer'd by telling us, * that it (dipping) is done yi 
* all Modeſty and Decency becoming the 8 and thy 
* are Malicious Perſons who Tay otherwiſe.” But I muſt alt 
my Judgment of Female Modeſty, if it is Modeſt for a Mü 
or Matron, to allow herſelf to be handled by a Man, either nake 
or in a tranſparent Garment, before a mixt ' Aſſembly of ha 
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Sexes. I aſſerted, W the Life 
Fourt lc, * that the Mode which pur Qpponents contend f Health 

* 's loaded with Inconveniencies, and ' chargeable with Abu manifeſt 
r a Pluriſy 
iſt. They either dip Perſons naked, or not naked. If nabe Winter 
* "tis evidently Immodeſt, an incentive to Uncleanneſs, and Death. 
* manifeſt violation of the ſeventh Command. If not naked, greeable 

se the chiefly Baptize only the Cloaths, and do no more tu nd inſteac 

* ſoak the Body. Here Mr. M. appeals © to every modi be of n 

** '1mpartial Perfon, whether Mr. F. hath nat given more juſt c abſolute 
caſion to defile Peoples Minds, by this vain and impertinent wh more ce 
of Talking, then ever we, ſays he, have given by adminiſmi Tor as 2 

* Baptiſm by Immerſion.” And I appeal to every impartial eHancor, I 
ſon, whether it is not more Defiling to act Immodeſtly, than e Refuge 
ſpeak with abhorrence of immodeſt Actios. de Im 
To the other Branch of my Argument he Anſwers with ſon iwer hi 
Notes of Paſſion and Aftoniſhment. ** A mighty Inconveniem i Neceſſary 

* fare! Juſt as if Baptizing a cloathed Body in Water, was nh gument 

* Baptizing the Pody ! &c.” An. The Water of Baptiſm ou actice t 

to be directly apply d to the Body and not firſt to the Clos Prece] 

- Baptiſm ſignifies our being purged and cleans'd. And is it W|W=t if Be 
beſt way of cleanſing a ſolid Body, firſt to cover, and then ap lereupon 
ENV? Noe. I ober dl,... eceſſary 


zdly. Either the Miniſter himſelf dips the whole Body, « obedien 


only a Part of it, and the Perſon to be Baptized puts the 04. if he ri 
| Fart in the Water himſelf. If the Miniſter dips only a Path iſobey'd. 
* then the whole Body is not Baptized, For if it is, they mi f 3 


* hold that a Perſon may, in Part, Adminiſter the Ordinance! 
| | % himſelf. And if in Part, why not wholly by the ſame ReaJon 
mW © ——But if the Miniſter only may Baptize, and if dipping u 
* whole Body under, be the only Mode, then the Miniſter mi 
be able to lift up the Perſon, put him under Water, and un 
% him up again. But every one knows this is ImpraQticable 8 
any common Man, and would exclude all ſuch from being * 
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ful Miniſters. Mr. M. ſays, « all this is refuted by the Inftance "A 
of the Eunuch, who went . himſelf into the Water, yet way ' 
wholly dipp'd by Philip.” How does he know that Philip 


e goa : ae pr 

"Y — from the Circumſtances of his Baptiſm, but only that he 
ſprin 2s in the Water? But my preſent Argument tends to ſhew, that 
itſelf ie was not dipp'd; and Mr. M. anſwers my reaſonings with bold 


ſertions, which have been already ſufficiently baffled. I argued, - 
and ji 3dly. * Either they Baptize Perſons whenever they make a 
done vill credible and ſatisfactory Profeſſion of their Faith, and defire 
MF Baptiſm, or they do not. If they de not Baptize ſuch at their 
auſt zu defire, then they Contradict both their own Profeſſion, and the 
a MF Apoſtles practice. (See Char. Plea, pag. 111.) If they do 
er nabe Baptize ſuch any where, and at any Time of the Year, accor- 
ding to their own Mode, they would then evidently endanger 
W the Life, if not altogether kill the Sick; and endanger the 
tend u Health and Life of ſuch as are in Health, And ſo it w # 
1 Abi manifeſt Violation of the Sixth Command, e. g. if one Sick with 
ha a Pluriſy, Flux, or Small Pox, is plung'd in cold Water, in the 
If nabe Winter Seaſon, he will be kill'd, unleſs a Miracle prevent his 
„ and Death. If he is. not Baptiz d, Gov is difobey'd.”” Mr. A. 
ereeable to his Cuſtom, turns his back on this Argument? 
ore und inſtead of a Refutation tells me, before theſe Reaſonings will 
modi be of much Service to me, I ſhould f out, that Baptiſm is 
juſt of abſolutely neceſſary, to Salvation: And then he know 
| more certainly whether he muſt Anſwer me as a Proteſtant, 
or as a Papi. Whether this invidious Infinuation diſcovers 
tial Pe ancor, 1 leave to be judg'd. I know outrage is uſually reckon 
he Refuge of a baffled Adverſary. It is ſurely a bad Symptom 
bo be Impatient, and rail at an Opponent, becauſe he cannot 
ith ſom i Anſwer his Arguments. But why muſt I ſay, Baptiſm is abſolutely 
venien i N eceſſary to Salvation. Mr, M. has not pretended to ſhew that my 
was no8.rgument tends that way. I prov'd that it was the Apoſtles 
m ouguractice to Baptize upon the firſt credible Profeſſion : Nor is there 
Cloa ny Precept or Example for the Delay of it. Hence I inferr'd, 
; hat if Baptiſm is deny'd to a tn ſubject, Gop is diſobey'd. 
ereupon Popery is inſinuated. nd if Baptiſm is not abſolutel 
eceſſary to Salvation, Mr. M. will conclude, © that it is not Dif 
obedience to Gop to deferr it; until the Sick Perſon recovers,” 
if he recovers,” By the ſame Rule it follows, that God is not 


a iſobey'd, if it be always deferr'd : For it is not abſolutely nec I 
-y mige Salvation. But where is the Scripture that proves, Gop will dif- 
ance ¶enſe with the refuſal of his Ordinance to a proper Subject, for ſuch 


Time? Is not ſuch tatk Ominous, in thoſe wka raiſe an Hew and 

_y for Scripture Words, and yet Contradi& them when brought? 

er mit what if the Sick . Perſon recovers not? Here is no Proviſion 

ade for him. He may die without the Ordinance. 

Ma. M. judges I wauld not adminiſter the Lozv's SuryyER to 3 

ck Perſon, however defirous of it he might be: And why ſhould the 
| x one 


'd him wholly? Has he forgot, that he pretended to prove A 


ne Sarrament be diſpenſed and not the other? I “, muſt ga 

*fomething-Jike a ſolid and ſubſtantial Reaſon of the Difierews 
Zu then Lilkall perhaps hear more on the Point.” And if} 
Mew, no Difference, what then? will it give him Eaſe, if wel 
| both in the Wrong? Miſerable Comfort this! If his Prunciglg 
chargeable with Abſurdities, he is in the wrong for his Part; 
Will it better his Cauſe to have Company in — But, to 

oint. I have before proven, that Baptiſm ought not to be! 

ved; if Mr. 4/, can prove, that the Supper ought alio i 

wen to every Believer without Delay, upon Protefſion ; the 
Tall willingly change my Conduct. But if there is both Prece 
and Example for the firſt, and neither for the laſt, this amoy 
to ſomething like a ſolid and ſubſtantial Difference. I could 2 
ſhew ſold Reaſons for this Difference, were it at all to the yy 
ſent Purpoſe. 18 05 5 
Achly. Seeing the Scriptures afford neither Precept, not 
#* much as one undoubted Example of baptizing by plunging, « 
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it be thought leſs than an Abſurdity, to make that Mode of Adu 
#*. niſtration eſſential to the Ordinance, ſo as nothing elſe can | 
** Baptiſm? | | ; ' 
Ma. M's. Anſwer, to this is only a Repitition of his poſi 
Aſſertions, which have been already refuted. I obſerv'd, 
Fthly and Laftly, © It ſeems to me no ſmall Abſurdity, 
* exclude and unchriſtian all the other Proteſtant Churches i.e than 
** account of this Mode, for which ſo little, to the Purpoſe, o comply 
* be faid.” Mr. M. anſwers this with a parcel of Evaſions ; i power re 
ſome Readers will, perhaps, call ſome of them filly ones. Whe reſpective 
4 did he hear any of ys ſay, that there were no Chriſtians in oi ches. Fe 
« Penominations?“ ; A. himſelf ſays it by Conſequen n Societi 
when he aſſerts Infant - Baptiſm, and the Mode by pouring, to Mral to har 
Nullities. For if they are unbaptiz'd, they are yet without Mu hinder 
Pale of the viſible Church. And how any Ordinances adminiſter u do no! 
by thoſe, who are not in the Church can be valid, let Commo o you « 
Senſe judge. Or will he now give up what he ſaid before abo; yet ye 
the due Order? But how is it poſſible they ſhould unchrita in Comn 
* them, when they baptize none but thoſe who are accounteli-« Tr's tl 
£ Chriſtians?” A ſtrong Argument to prove that they exclude be admit! 
the N ng Churches! They receive none into their own Con ceeded v 
munion but Chriſtians, therefore they exclude not other Comnul exceede 
ities, I may venture other Remarks on this with the Reade o allow 
Does a Society unchriſtian all others with whom it doth not, ¶ a Part 
cannot, hold Communion ? Then the Prefbyterians unchriſiſggtions nu 
all with whom they do not hold Communion.” No. There mſelves 
a wide difference. The Preſdzterians do not count all Adminiline x ſays, 
tions null and void that are different from their own Mode, if Mis under 
Subſtance is retained : The Anabaptiſis do. The Preſbyterial with m). 
eſteem ſeveral Societies, with whom they cannot hold Communic Crime; 
in Ordinances, to be nevertheleſs Churches of CHRIST: The ers. M 
baptifts do not. ** 
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NN 
hile, /ays be, they reckon Baptum among the es 
of Rados ; at another Time they give ont, that by pleadig 
for, and uſing this Mode, we unchriſtan all the other 
Churches.” Anſ. We do not ſay the Anabaptiſts exclude othes 
arches, by pleading for, and uſing this Made z but by pleading 
t the Mode of all other Churches makes Baptiſm null and vai. 
vim Mr. H. would ſtick to the State of the Queſtion, _ - + 
I oblerved, that © to impoſe any thing as a Term of Commu 
nion, which CyRisT has not made fo, and ta unchriſtian; 
and exclude from Communion ſerious Chriſtians. on a 
count of ſuch impoſed Circumſtances, is Schiſmatical; 
ancharitable, and downright Bigotry.”” Mr. M calls chis 
iſe, groundleſs Exclamations, falſe and empty Ocutcnes, | 
ely to call it ſo requires not much Learning, or good Setrſes 
t how does he prove it? Why, © tho' they admit none to um- 
munion but ſuch as are baptiz'd in their Way, yet when dich 
they ever attempt to impoſe this on any Chriſtians, or infrin 
on the Liberties of others?” He ſeems only to play on 
ord impoſe ; and ſo they impoſe nothing, becauſe they can foras 
ne to. comply z as if there could be no impoſing without- exter- 
Force. And thus he would make the Apoſtles Words Nans 
iſe, vis. Why tempt ye .GOD ( epithiinai )- ta. impoſe a Yoke: on 
Necks of the Diſciples, They did not uſe; external Force 
dre than the Anabaptits., Mr. M. denounces Terrors to th 
zo comply not with his Notions; and this is impoſing as far as 
Power reaches. Do we hinder them from Communion in their 
reſpective Societies?” Yes, you do, as far as your Powen 
ches. For do you not endeavour to perſuade them, that their 
Im Societies are not within the viſible Church; and that it. is 
ul to have Communion with any but the — ? Beeauſe 
qu hinder them not, to enter into their owns Houles, therefore 
u do not ſhut them our of your A thin Sophiſm truly f 
a0 you cannot exclude them from the Church of Cayersr, in 
; yet you do it in principle; that is, you declare them not to- 
in Communion with it. "Wu 8 
* Ir's the Privilege of all Chriſtian- Societies to judge who ſhalt 
be admitted into their Communion; and have we, ſays he, ex- 
ceeded what is practical in other Societies? Yes, yo haau,j!— 
exceeded what the Generality of ſober Prot judge right, 
zo allow that other Societies, tho* differing in Circumſtantiala, 
a Part of CHR1ST's viſible Church; and count not their Mini- 
ations nullities. But if what the Anabaptiſts ſay be true, they: 
mſelves are the only viſible Church Cyr sT has on Earth. 
He fays, Lam © very unfit to charge them with Schiſm, for it, 
is undeniably notorious that I am deeply guilty of it myſelf, 
with my Afociates.” Thoſe who accuſe are obliged to prove” 
Crime; which if they cannot, they are juſtly efteemed Slan-» 
ers. Mr. A. proves his Accuſation. thus, viz.. Wenn keep 


„ ſeperate, 


ren and what is that but Schiſm?““ Well, he 
"Does this 1 that I and my "Aſſociates are the Makers off 
- [Nothing leſs. Hence he muſt lie under the Infamy of a file 
 . "Euler, 'until he make good his Charge; which is undeniably 
ious to him, as all his other Pofrtions are; and as certain af 
Mode of Baptiſm itfelf. Yet I may juſtly retort, that Mr 1 
very unfit Perſon. to charge me with Schiſm, when it is under 
bly notorious: from his Definition of it, that he is deeply in WF: . 
Dark reſpecting it's Nature. For 'tis eaſily granted; by thoſe Me _—_ 
underſtand itz that there may be ſeparate Communion wis Ippoſes, elf 
Schiſm 3 and Schiſm among thoſe who meet together. And he n Sw: 2 
be told, that it is a more a ated Crime to exclude and H= 1 aild 
chriſtian all -the Prozefant World, than to deny communica 4 
Hz goes aſide to tell us how many Sorts of Preſbyteriant the 
dre. If it be worth while to follow this Point, I can undem 
to ſhew more than two Sorts of Anabapriſts, for every one & 
of Preſbyterians he has reckon'd. And what is that but Schiſm, 
his own Definition be juſt ? bye? 


% 


obſerve the T 
Friars are the worſt People; the new Synod, the worſt Son 
Preſoyterians ; and I myſelf the worſt of the new Synod, Andt 
Reaſon is, I have particularly oppoſed their darling Tenets. 
| Ir is likely this Work may introduce yet more, for Mr. M 
an Advertiſement publiſhed in the Gazette, has promis'd to anſwil 
this Piece before he ſaw it, and will therefore probably think 
Honour - concern'd- to write ſomething againſt it, even tho' th 
femething were nothing to * — e has further promi 
* that tit ſhall not be long wered. This I diſſent fret 
and humbly preſume it may be proven falſe by the Rule of Pr 
7 ion. For his Anſwer to my former ſt Treatiſe engage 
is Attention more than a Year, almoſt fills 160 Pages, and d 
* - Him above three Hundred and Twenty poſitive Aſſertions that | 
Principle is true, and mine falſe ; his Scriptural, but mine Scriptur 
leſs, or in Terms equivalent. Hence it ſeems to follow, that! 
promiſed Anſwer to this Piece, which is, perhaps, more than tut 
as large as the former, will take up more than two Years Space, 
fill more than three Hundred Pages, and coſt him above ſeven Hu 
dred Aſſertions. But if he is determined againſt repeating the 1ans 
mentative Aſſertions, fix or ſeven times in a Page, I owns 
dy ſhorten his Work. And I hope to be excuſed by 
candid Reader, tho' I have not formally anſwer'd Mr. M. et 
Time he was pleas' d to aſſert his Principle, and deny mine: 
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5 "And thould I do ſo, the Sum total of my Wo 
hew that the Author ſeems not to underſtand the A 
ppoſes, elſe he is very | 
Anab 
> TI leave him in the 
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difmgennous. He may, indeed, be a 
tiff, but he ſeems neither d underſtand Grammar, nor 
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